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Text :
RECORD OF DECI SI ON DUBLIN TCE SI TE

DECLARATI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Dublin TCE Site, Alternate Water Supply Operable Unit
Dubl i n Borough, Bucks County, Pennsylvania

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected remedial action for Operable
Unit 1 (OU 1) of the Dublin TCE Site, in Dublin, Pennsylvania, which was
chosen in accordance with Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anmended by the

Super fund Anmendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the
extent practicable, the National O and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution
Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision docunment explains the factual and

| egal basis for selecting the renedy for Operable Unit 1 of this Site.

The Commonweal t h of Pennsyl vani a concurs with the selected renmedy. This
unofficial concurrence is docunented in a letter from PADER to EPA, dated
Septenber 12, 1991. The infornmation supporting this renedial action
decision is contained in the Adm nistrative Record for this Site.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not
addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in this Record of
Deci sion (ROD), may present an inmmnent and substantial endangernment to
public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON CF THE REMEDY

This Operable Unit is the first operable unit of at |east two operable units
pl anned for the Site. This Operable Unit will provide a permanent clean
drinking water supply for the residences and busi nesses whose ground water
has been or nmay beconme contam nated by the Site. This early action renedy

will be incorporated into the final action taken at the Site to renedi ate
the groundwater, soil, and surface water at the Site. Operable Unit Two (OU
2) will address the investigation and remedi ati on of the groundwater

surface water, and soil at the Site.
The maj or conponents of the selected renedy include:

1. Devel opnent, construction, and operation of a new water supply wel
within the plume of contanination or operation of an existing well within

the plume of contanination. Preference will be given to use of an existing
well so that this remedy can be inplenmented as quickly as possible, however,
the decision on use of a groundwater well will be made based on a revi ew of

all relevant factors.



2. Construction and operation of an air stripping and vapor phase carbon
adsorption system (or simlar treatnment technol ogy which is acceptable to
EPA after consultation with PADER) for treatnent of the water extracted from
the well described above. Treated water, which does not exceed the Maxi nmum
Cont ami nant Levels (MCLs) for the contam nants of concern, shall be supplied
to the public water supply. 3. Expansion of the existing Dublin Borough
public water distribution systemw th use of the well and treatnent system
descri bed above to provide clean water, according to the requirenents of the
Federal Safe Drinking Water Regul ations and the State Comunity

Envi ronnental Control Regul ati ons, through the public water supply, to the
affected and potentially affected residences and busi nesses.

4. Mnitoring of residential and comercial wells at hones not addressed by
the public water supply but which have the potential for contamni nation unti
a final groundwater renedy is inplenmented at the Site.

5. Operation and mai ntenance of the sel ected renedy.
DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environment,
conplies with Federal and State requirenents that are legally applicable or
rel evant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is cost-effective.

Al t hough this interimaction is not intended to fully address the statutory
mandat e for pernmanence and treatnent to the nmaxi num extent practicable, this
action utilizes treatnment and thus is in furtherance of that statutory
mandat e. Because this action does not constitute the final renedy for the
Site, the statutory preference for renedi es that enploy treatnent that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal elenment, although
partially addressed in this renedy, will be nore fully addressed by the
final response action. Subsequent actions are planned to address fully the
threats posed by the conditions at this Site.

Because this renmedy will result in hazardous substances renmi ning on-site
above health-based levels, a review will be conducted within five years
after commencenent of renedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to
provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnent.
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I. Site Name, Location, and Description

The Dublin TCE Site is located at 120 MII Street in Dublin Borough, Bucks
County, Pennsylvania (Figure 1) approximtely 400 feet west of State Route
313. The Site is |l ocated on approximately 4 1/2 acres in size and is
surrounded by residences and busi nesses to the east, west and south. A
fruit orchard borders the Site to the north and west. The Site consists of
one one-story brick building surrounded by a parking lot. A fire tower is
| ocated at the northern boundary of the property (Figure 2).

The regional water supply primarily consists of private and public wells.
The aquifer is classified as Class Il A a current source of drinking water
Based on available information, the ground water flows from southeast to
nort hwest beneath the Site and is controlled predonminantly by fractures.
Ground water beneath the Site flows towards residential and comrercial wells



i n Dublin Borough

Site surface water drainage is expected to flowin a northwestward direction
via street drainage because the mpjority of the property is currently paved
with asphalt. Drainage not absorbed by the fruit orchard located directly
northwest of the Site, is collected by a drainage ditch situated on the
northern corner of the property near the fire tower. The ditch is believed
to discharge into the headwaters of an unnanmed perennial tributary of Mrris
Run, |ocated approximately 1/2 mile northwest of the Site. Specific

i nformati on concerning groundwat er and surface water flow will be confirnmed
during the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) which is
currently being perforned by one potentially responsible party.

Il. Site History and Enforcenent Activity

The Site operated as a hosiery mll fromthe 1930s until 1956. Dublin
Hosiery MIls operated the Site from 1945 to 1956. Home W ndow Conpany of
Pennsyl vani a, | ncorporated manufactured al um num doors and wi ndows at the
property from 1956 to 1959.

Kol | sman Mbtor Corporation (KMC) owned and operated the Site from 1959 to
1971 and used it to manufacture m niature precision notors, gear trains,
clutches, brakes and rel ated el ectro-nechani cal conponents which were used
in manned aircraft and nissiles. Trichloroethylene (TCE) was used as a
degreasing solvent in this operation. Between 1959 and 1971, KMC used TCE
at the rate of approximtely 15 gallons per week. Spent TCE was di sposed of
at the Site in "chip" drunms (i.e. drunms used to store waste netal parts from
t he manufacturing process) |ocated behind the building. These druns had
drai nage holes on the bottom so that the TCE drai ned out of the drunms and
onto the ground. TCE was al so poured on the ground behind the building.

KMC sold the property to Kollsman Instrunent Corporation (KIC) in 1971

At hl one I ndustries, |Incorporated (Athlone) purchased the property fromKIC
in 1973 and operated the Site from 1973 to 1986. Athlone used the property
to clean, stanp, package and store baseballs and softballs. Safety Sol vent
No. 2, a solvent containing approximately 10% trichl oroethyl ene was used in
1982 by Athlone as a degreasing solvent for the assenbly of three stanping
machi nes. A partially full 30-gallon drumof this solvent was left on the
prem ses after Athlone sold the property in 1986.

John H. Thonpson purchased the property in 1986 and is the current owner and
operator of the Site. M. Thonpson uses a portion of the Site to restore
antique race cars and | eases a portion of the Site to Laboratory Testing,

I ncorporated. LTI uses the property for nmetallurgical testing.

During a routine drinking water survey in the sunmer of 1986, the Bucks
County Health Departnent (BCHD) discovered |evels of TCE up to 1000 parts
per billion (ppb) in 23 tap water sanples. Approximtely 170 hones,
apartnents and busi nesses in Dublin Borough were affected. BCHD issued
advisories to the public on the best approach to curtail water usage and
prevent further exposure to TCE. For residences with TCE | evels greater
than 5 ppb, BCHD recomended the installation of carbon filters. For TCE
| evel s above 500 ppb, the County cautioned residents not to use their tap
wat er for bathing.



The EPA Region |1l Energency Response Section received a request fromthe
BCHD to evaluate the Site on Septenber 3, 1986. A prelimnary assessnent,
conducted by EPA, determ ned the current water usage status of al

resi dential and commrercial wells which were found to be contaminated with
TCE.

On June 29, 1987, EPA entered into a CERCLA Section 106 Consent Agreenent
and Order with John H Thonpson. M. Thonpson agreed to: (1) take action
to assure that all residents and comerci al enpl oyees exposed to TCE | evels
greater than 5 ppb woul d have an adequate treatnent systemin place or would
be supplied with bottled water (as specified in the Work Plan attached to
the Consent Agreenent and Order), (2) conduct periodic nonitoring of al
carbon filters and air strippers being used by the residences and busi nesses
to assure that the units were functioning properly, and (3) conduct periodic
groundwater monitoring of wells for all residences and businesses at risk in
accordance with the Work Pl an.

This Consent Order and Agreenment was anmended in April 1991 to provide

poi nt-of -entry carbon filtration systens i.e., treatment systens installed
on the water source entering the household, to all residential dwellings

wi th groundwater contam nation greater than 5 ppb TCE. At busi nesses,
either bottled water or point-of-use carbon filtration systens are provided.
Thi s anendnent addressed the risk posed by inhalation of TCE vapors rel eased
fromthe groundwater. Residences that were previously supplied with only
poi nt-of -use treatnment systens (i.e. treatnent systens |ocated at the
kitchen tap) are now being supplied with the point-of-entry systens.

Resi dential well testing conducted under this order indicated that
groundwater is contam nated with several volatile organic conpounds (VQOCs),
i ncluding trichloroethylene (TCE), tetrachl oroethyl ene (PCE) and vinyl

chl ori de.

On June 4, 1990, the Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a, Departnent of

Envi ronnent al Resources (PADER) and Sequa Corporation (successor in
ownership to Kollsmn Mtor Corporation and Kol lsman | nstrument Corporation)
entered into a Consent Order and Agreenment under the Conmonweal ths' Cl ean
Streans Act. Sequa Corporation agreed to investigate and abate the
groundwat er contami nation problens at or near the Site in accordance with
the Work Plan attached to the Consent Order and Agreenment. Under the
Consent Order and Agreenent executed by Sequa and PADER, Sequa al so agreed
to submt a Recommended Renedi al Action Plan which will address the
cont am nat ed groundwater and provide for a water distribution system

John H. Thonpson, at the request of PADER, installed two nmonitoring wells at
the Site in 1988. Eight additional nonitoring wells were installed off of
the 120 MII Street property under a separate study by Geraghty & Ml er

The nmonitoring wells installed both on-site as well as off-site show

contami nation by volatile organic conpounds, including TCE and vinyl
chloride. Three nunicipal supply wells located in the Borough were tested
for VOCs in 1991 by Dublin Borough for VOCs. No contam nation was detected
in these wells. Soil and soil gas at the 120 MII| Street property were
sanpl ed during studies performed by John H Thonpson in 1988 and Sequa
Corporation in 1990 on behal f of PADER. Results indicated that the soil and
soil gas on the property are contaminated with volatile organic conpounds,



i ncluding TCE and vinyl chloride.

The Site scored a 28.9 under EPA's hazard ranking system |t was proposed
for inclusion on the CERCLA National Priorities List (NPL) on Cctober 26,
1989. The Site was finalized on the NPL on August 30, 1990.

In 1991, EPA conducted a Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) for Operable Unit 1
at the Site to evaluate renedial alternatives for providing an alternate
clean drinking water supply to the affected and potentially affected

resi dences and businesses (referred to collectively as "affected parties").
The FFS included the supply of an alternate water source to 69 hones and
busi nesses whose well water exceeded or had the potential, due to
groundwater flow, to exceed the Maxi num Contam nant Levels (MCL) set by EPA,
or pose an excess cancer risk |evel of 1x10[-06] or greater for volatile
organi ¢ conmpounds, including TCE, PCE and vinyl chloride. The MCL is an
enforceabl e drinking water standard established within the Safe Drinking
Water Act. If a chemical did not have an MCL, EPA devel oped a 1x10[-06]

| evel which may result in one excess cancer anmobng one million people exposed
to the contaninant. Table 1 identifies the residences and busi nesses where
remedi al action levels, i.e., MCLs or 1x10[06] cancer risk |levels, were

exceeded or have the potential to be exceeded. The FFS also identified
resi dences and busi nesses whose well mmy be contam nated by VOCs fromthe
Site if a groundwater renedial action is not inplenmented by 1995.

EPA i ssued a proposed plan on August 8, 1991 which descri bed the renmedy EPA
preferred to inplement for OU 1, as well as 6 other alternatives. The renedy
EPA preferred to inplenment was a connection to the existing Dublin Borough
wat er system expansion of the systemto include a water supply well within
the plume of contanination, and treatnent of this water with air stripping
and vapor phase carbon adsorption prior to distribution to the affected
parties. A request for an extension of an additional 30 days to the public
comment period was made on August 13, 1991. The public comrent period was
extended to Cctober 9, 1991. After the 60-day public conment period closed,
EPA reevaluated the 7 alternatives within the proposed plan based upon
comments received. This record of decision (ROD) selects the renedia
alternative for Operable Unit One which was preferred in the proposed plan.

EPA entered into a Consent Order and Agreenent with Sequa Corporation on
August 15, 1991. This Consent Order and Agreenent requires Sequa
Corporation to conduct a Renedial Investigation (R) and Conprehensive
Feasibility Study (FS) at the Site. The RI/FS is expected to be conpleted
in 1993. This RI/FS will address the groundwater, surface water and soils
at the Site.

EPA conducted potentially responsible party searches in 1987 and in 1990 and
identified the followi ng PRPs: Sequa Corporation (successor in ownership of
KMC and KIC), Athlone Industries, Incorporated, and John H Thonpson. Sequa
Corporation and John H. Thonpson were sent "special notice" letters on
August 22, 1991. The letters indicated that EPA woul d not begin the
remedi al investigation or feasibility study for the Site until 90 days from
the date of the special notice letter provided that the potentially
responsi bl e parties agreed to inplenment the RI/FS. A general notice letter
was sent to Athlone Industries, |Incorporated on Novenber 21, 1990 requesting
participation in the on-going negotiations between Sequa Corporation, John



H. Thonmpson and EPA for inplementation of a RI/FS.

At least two federal |awsuits have been filed at the Site. These include
Whi st | ewood Commons Associ ates v. Sun Chenical Corporation, Athlone

I ndustries, Incorporated, and John H Thonpson, United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, Civil Action No. 87-6407, and
Susan Coburn, etal. v. Sun Chenical Corporation, Athlone Industries,

I ncorporated, and John H Thonpson, United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Pennsylvania, Civil Action No. 88-0120.

I11. Highlights of Community Participation

In accordance with CERCLA Section 117, the Proposed Plan and the FFS for QU
1 were released to the public on August 8, 1991. These two docunments were
made available to the public in the Adm nistrative Record for this Site and
the information repository maintained at the Dublin Borough Hall |ocated at
119 Mapl e Avenue in Dublin, PA and the EPA Docket Roomin Region III,

Phi | adel phia, PA. The notice of availability of these docunents was
published in The Daily Intelligencer, The News Herald, The Myrning Call, and
The Phil adel phia Inquirer on August 8, 1991. |In addition, a copy of the
Proposed Plan was nmiled to approxi mately 100 peopl e who requested

i nformati on concerning the Site.

Due to a request for an extension to the comment period, the 30-day public
comment period was expanded to 60 days. The comment period began on August
8, 1991 and was concl uded on Cctober 9, 1991. The public was given
addi ti onal opportunity to conment on the Proposed Plan and Focused
Feasibility Study at a public neeting held at the Dublin Fire Hall on August
26, 1991. At this nmeeting, representatives from EPA and PADER answer ed
guestions and recei ved comments about the Site, the renedial alternatives
under consideration and the proposed renmedy. A stenographic report of the
public neeting was prepared by EPA. A response to the conments received
during the 60-day coment period is included as part of this ROD in the
Responsi veness Sunmary (APPENDI X A) .

The index for the Administrative Record, upon which this decision docunent
is based, is contained within APPENDI X B. This decision docunent is also
based upon conmments contained within the stenographic report of the public
neeting on August 26, 1991 and other comments received by EPA, which are
also included in the Site file.

IV. Scope and Role of OU 1

This record of decision addresses the first operable unit at the Site. The
ROD for this operable unit addresses drinking water. This renedial action
provi des an alternate water supply for approxinmately seventy (70) residences
and busi nesses affected or potentially affected by the Dublin TCE Site

contam nation. Table 1 lists the residences and busi nesses who will be
supplied by an alternate water source. The provision of an alternate water
supply will prevent the ingestion of and dermal contact with contani nated

groundwat er and the inhalation of vapors from contani nated groundwater

This remedial action also provides for nonitoring for VOCs of approximtely
(50) residential and commercial wells which may be potentially inpacted by
the groundwater contami nation if a final groundwater renmedy is not



i mpl emented by 1995. Table 2 |lists the residences and busi nesses whose
wells will be nonitored.

The primary objective of this response is to supply clean water to

resi dences and busi nesses whose wells are currently or potentially affected
by the Dublin TCE Site groundwater contanination. The aquifer being used by
t he resi dences and businesses at or near the Dublin TCE Site is classified
as Class Il A a current source of drinking water, in accordance with the EPA
docunent " Cuidelines for Groundwater Classification" (Final Draft, Decenber
1986). The primary risk to human health and the environment is from

i ngestion of, and contact with, groundwater fromwells that contain
cont ami nants above the MCLs established under the Safe Drinking Water Act,
42 U.S.C. Sections 300f to 300j-26. The water supply nust neet all federa
and state applicable or relevant and appropriate standards. The response

wi || addressdistribution of clean water to residences and busi nesses whose
wat er supply is affected or potentially affected by contam nation fromthe
Site.

The renedy described in this RODis only part of the total renmedy for the
Site. The remainder of the Site is being investigated as part of a renedia

i nvestigation and feasibility study, the results of which will be presented
at a later date and used to select a renedy for the entire Site. The
remedi al alternative selected in this ROD will be consistent with the renedy

selected for the entire Site.
V. Summary of Site Characteristics

All characteristics of the Dublin TCE Site will be fully described and
di scussed after the Renedial |Investigation and Feasibility Study have been
conpleted and a report of the investigation and study are approved by EPA

During former operations at the Dublin TCE Site, chemi cal solvents were used
to degrease nmachined nmetal parts and equi prent. The anopunt of solvent used
bet ween 1959 and 1971 anmpbunted to approximately 15 gallons per week. A
30gal l on drum of a solvent containing TCE was purchased for use during 1982
and the partially full drumwas left at the 120 MII| Street property at the
time of the sale of the property to John H Thonpson.

The amount of solvent spilled or otherw se released into the environnment at
the Dublin TCE Site is unknown. However, sonme of the chenical solvent has
m grated through the soil colum and has entered the ground water system
beneath the facility. Chem cal sanpling of ground water fromwells on the
Dublin TCE Site and fromwells near the Dublin TCE Site indicate that

vol atile organic chemicals, including TCE, PCE and vinyl chloride, exist in
the ground water at levels of up to 10,000 ppb, 13 ppb and 28 ppb
respectively. TCE and PCE are probable human carci nogens and vinyl chloride
is a confirnmed human carci nogen. These VOCs are nobile and soluble in
groundwater. The bedrock beneath the Site is fractured. G ound water noves
predom nantly through the fracture system Therefore, residential or other
wel | s penetrating the sanme fractures or fracture systens containing

contami nated ground water fromthe Site may becone contam nated. Sone
residential and commercial wells are now contaninated by vol atile organic
conmpounds simlar to those found at the Dublin TCE Site, including TCE

John Thonpson has, under a Consent Order with EPA, installed activated



carbon units or supplied bottled water to homes and busi nesses with TCE

| evel s above 5 ppb to reduce these levels to safe | evels. EPA has decided to
devel op and screen renedial alternatives to provide a permanent supply of

cl ean water to residences and businesses near the Site and to select a
remedi al alternative for an alternate water supply of drinking water in this
Record of Deci sion.

Bet ween 1987 and 1990, a series of field investigations and residential wel
monitoring at the Site confirnmed the presence of TCE in the soil and
groundwat er at and surrounding the Site. These investigations were
conducted by John H. Thonpson, Sequa Corporation and Roy F. Weston for
PADER, EPA and the Whistl ewood Apartnent Conpl ex.

VI. Summary of Site Risks

Wel | sanpling conducted under the Consent Order between M. Thonpson and EPA
i ndicates that the untreated groundwater at certain residences and

busi nesses is contanminated with VOCs including TCE, PCE and vinyl chloride
at | evels which exceed the Maxi mum Cont ami nant Levels (MCLs) for these
chemicals. Residential and comercial well sanpling has indicated TCE | evel s
up to 10, 000 ppb, PCE levels up to 13 ppb and vinyl chloride levels up to 28
ppb in the untreated groundwater. Degradation products of TCE and PCE in
addition to vinyl chloride have been identified in the residential and
conmercial wells. These chemicals include cis- and trans- 1, 2-

di chl oroet hyl ene, 1, 1di chl oroet hyl ene, and 1, 1- dichlorethane. 1,1,1

trichl oroethane has al so been identified.

The MCL is an enforceabl e drinking water standard established within the

Safe Drinking Water Act. EPA will initiate a renedial action if groundwater
contains a particular chem cal above the standard, or MCL, for that
chemical. |If a MCL has not been devel oped for a chemical, EPA will use

other criteria when considering the need for renedial action. For this
renmedi al action, EPA has used the established MCLs or the "excess cancer
risk level of 1x10[-06]", i.e. one excess cancer anong one mllion people,
to determne if renedial action is necessary. The criteria, i.e. renedia
action level, used by EPA which would trigger the need for remedial action
for this operable unit and the maximum |l evels identified at the Site are
described in Table 3. The MCL has been exceeded for vinyl chloride,
trichoroethyene, tetrachl oroethyl ene, and 1, 1-di chl oroethyl ene at the

af fected residences and busi nesses near the Site. Therefore, a renedia
action is justified.

A sunmary of the npbst recent analytical data fromresidential wells is
contai ned within APPENDI X C. Average TCE concentrations in the residentia
wells from 1986 to March 1991 are indicated in Figure 3.

VIIl. Alternatives
This section of the ROD describes the process of screening and devel opi ng
renedi al alternatives and di scusses in detail each of the seven alternatives

eval uated in the proposed plan.

The FFS studied and eval uated several options to determine if they could be
applicable for use in providing an alternate water supply. The NCP requires



that the "No Action" alternative be evaluated. The technol ogi es determn ned
to be nost applicable to this action were devel oped into renedi al
alternatives. These alternatives, presented and di scussed bel ow, are:

Al ternative 1: No Action

Al ternative 2: Connection to the Existing Dublin BoroughMinici pa

Wat er Supply

Alternative 3: Installation of a New Well or Use of an Existing Wl

Qut si de of the Plunme of Contam nation

. Alternative 4: Treatnment of Water from Residential and Business Wells

wi th Carbon Adsorption Systens

Alternative 5: Treatnment of Water froma New Well or Existing Wl

within the Plume with a Carbon Adsorption System

Alternative 6: Treatnment of Water froma New Well or Existing Wl

within the Plume with Air Stripping and Vapor- Phase

Car bon Adsorption

Alternative 7: Treatnment of Water froma New Well or Existing Wl

within the Plunme with UV Oxidation

Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) which are
identified for this renmedial action are listed in Table 4. Major ARARs
pertaining to each alternative are identified in the alternative description
sections bel ow.

Alternative 1: NO ACTI ON

The NCP requires that the "No Action" alternative be evaluated at every site
to establish a baseline for conmparison with the other alternatives. Under
this alternative, EPA would discontinue the nonitoring program and

di scontinue the supply of bottled water or carbon adsorption units to the
affected parties. As a result, residences and busi nesses woul d use water
contanmi nated with vol atil e organi c conmpounds. Because VOCs exi st at |evels
above the MCL and/or the cancer risk |level of 1x10[-06], public health would
not be protected under the "No Action" alternative. Alternative 1 does not
satisfy the primary objective of this ROD

Al'ternative 2: CONNECTI ON TO THE EXI STI NG DUBLI N BOROUGH MUNI Cl PAL WATER
SUPPLY

The general conponents of this alternative are:

A. Connecting affected parties into an extension of the DublinBorough
nmuni ci pal water system

B. Rempving existing carbon units or discontinuing bottled water service
for the affected residences and busi nesses and di sposi ng of the carbon units
in accordance with all Federal and State regul ati ons.

C. Abandoning affected and potentially affected wells within the plunme of
contami nation and/or inplenenting institutional controls on the devel opnment
and use of private wells within the plune of contam nation.

D. Conducting periodic sanpling and nonitoring at certain residences and
busi nesses not connected into the Dublin systemto ensure that these hones



do not becone affected by contam nation fromthe Site.

E. Conducting periodic nmonitoring of the Dublin Borough supply wells for
vol atil e organi c conpounds to ensure that these wells do not becone affected
by contamination fromthe Site.

The Borough of Dublin operates a nunicipal water supply and public water
distribution system This alternative involves expandi ng the existing
public water distribution system and supplying the affected parties with
uncont am nated water fromthe existing water supply. The affected parties
currently obtain water fromprivate wells. The existing nunicipal water
supply is supplied by three wells, Well #1, Well #2, and Well #3 (Figure 3).
The capacity of the existing water supply system would need to be increased
by approxi mately 50 gallons per mnute (gpnm) to supply the affected parties.
The existing water supply is pernmitted by the Pennsyl vani a Departnment of
Envi ronnent al Resources (PADER) and the Del aware River Basin Conm ssion
(DRBC) for this additional capacity.

The water would be distributed to the affected parties through water nmains
constructed along North Main Street, MII Street and a portion of Elephant
Road (see Figure 3). A connection could be nade to the Dublin

wat erdi stribution systemat the intersection of El ephant Road and Deep Run
Road. Water nmmins would be extended fromthis point south al ong El ephant
Road to Main Street, and then north along North Main Street to Rickerts
Road. A main would also be installed along MII| Street from North Min
Street to Cherry Lane to supply residences along MII| Street and on the
nort hsi de of Maple Avenue to Cherry Lane. Each affected party would be
connected to the water main and the water use would be netered.

Dubl i n Borough Ordi nance No. 164, requires that private wells be abandoned,
as a general rule, when a borough water line exists to service a honme or
busi ness. The Borough Ordi nance does, however, exclude those residents and
busi ness owners and operators, who have utilized private wells prior to the
construction of the borough water |ine.

Under this alternative, the existing residential wells would be abandoned
and the existing in-house carbon filters would be renmoved unl ess an
agreenent is reached between the property owner and the Borough for
continued use of the private well. If the property owner reached such an
agreenent, the property owner would nmaintain the in-house treatnent system
These carbon filters woul d be di sposed of in accordance with the Federa
Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) and Pennsylvania's Solid Waste
regul ations with preference given to recycling or regenerating this filters,
if possible. These regulations are considered applicable. The spent carbon
filters would be considered a RCRA characteristic waste if the toxic
characteristic | eaching procedure (TCLP) analysis performed on this waste
resulted in a VOC concentration greater that 0.5 parts per mllion

Ot herwi se, the waste woul d be di sposed of in accordance with RCRA Subtitle D
regul ati ons.

Under this alternative, the water mains and associ ated equi pmrent woul d be

transferred to the Dublin Borough Water Departnent for its use. The affected
parties would be billed for water usage by the Borough at the standard rate,
whi ch woul d provide sufficient revenue to finance the O&M for the water line



ext ensi on.

This alternative does not include provisions for additional system capacity
to serve new devel opnent in the area not affected or potentially affected by
the Site. This option does not provide for additional fire protection,

i.e., more protection than residences currently have.

Under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and Pennsyl vania's Safe
Drinki ng Water Regul ations (PASDWR), which are applicable requirenents, the
Bor ough woul d be required to sanple the wells which supply the water
distribution systemperiodically to ensure that all criteria identified
within these regul ations are net.

In addition, because these wells are outside the plune of contam nation and
the plume has not been fully defined, nmonitoring for VOCs on a quarterly
basis woul d be necessary to ensure that the contam nation fromthe Site does
not spread to these wells. This monitoring will be required at |east until
a final ground water remedy is inplenented at the Site.

Because Well #3 is downgradient of the Site and is a well open to many
bedrock fractures, there is a possibility that this well my becone affected
by the contamination fromthe Site. Also, even though the other wells
(Well's #1 and #2) are |ocated upgradient of the Site, increased punping from
these wells may spread the contamination by redirecting the natura
groundwater flow. |f contam nation did spread to Well #1, Well #2, or Wl
#3, a treatnment system would be required so that water discharged fromthese
wells neets all of the requirenents of SDWA and PASDWR

This alternative woul d provide the residences and busi nesses with a

per manent, regul ated water supply. This would ensure that the residences
andbusi nesses are supplied with a safe, clean drinking water source that
neets all Federal and State drinking water regul ations.

The estimted costs for this alternative are presented bel ow. Detail ed cost
information is provided in the Focused Feasibility Study. The costs assune
t hat each of the residences and businesses listed in Table 1 would be
connected to the water main and that the wells at the residences and

busi nesses listed in Table 2 would be nonitored on a quarterly basis for

vol atil e organi c conpounds until a final groundwater renmedy is inplenmented
at the Site. The present worth costs are based on a 30 year life and a 10%
di scount rate. The estimated tine for inplenmentation of this alternative is
6 to 12 nonths.

Capital Costs: $2,200,000
Annual O & M Costs: $138, 000
Present Worth: $2, 600, 000

Al'ternative 3: | NSTALLATION OF A NEWWELL OR USE OF AN EXI STI NG WELL
OUTSI DE OF THE PLUME OF CONTAM NATI ON

The general conponents of this alternative are:



A. Constructing a new water supply well or using an existing water supply
wel | outside of the plune of contam nation and incorporating this well into
the existing Dublin Borough municipal water distribution system

B. Connecting the affected parties into an extension of the Dublin Borough
nmuni ci pal water system and suppl ementing the current capacity of the

exi sting Borough supply systemwi th enough water fromthe well described in
A to supply the these residences and busi nesses.

C. Renoving existing carbon units or discontinuing bottled water service
for the affected residences and busi nesses and di sposi ng of the carbon in
accordance with all Federal and State regul ations.

D. Abandoning affected and potentially affected wells within theplunme of
contami nation and/or inplenenting institutional controls on the devel opnment
and use of private wells within the plune of contam nation.

D. Conducting periodic sanpling and nonitoring at certain resi dences and
busi nesses not connected into the Dublin systemto ensure that these hones
do not becone affected by contam nation fromthe Site.

E. Conducting periodic sanpling and nonitoring of the new water supply wel
to ensure that this well does not becone affected by contanination fromthe
Site.

This option involves construction of a new water supply well or use of an
exi sting private well outside the plunme of contamination. Water fromthis
wel | woul d be punped into an expanded Dublin Borough water distribution
system A subnersible punp capabl e of delivering approximtely 50 gall ons
per mnute (gpm at the required system pressure would be installed in the
well. This well punp would be operated at a rate necessary to supply only
the affected parties and woul d suppl enent the existing systemwth the

requi red additional water. A water |line would be installed fromthe well to
t he borough's storage tank facility | ocated on South Main Street or another
storage facility specifically constructed for the water discharged fromthis
well. The well water would supplenment the water currently being supplied to
the borough's storage tank facility by the three existing nunicipal wells
(Figure 3).

The water would be distributed to the affected parties through water nmains
constructed along North Main Street, MII Street and a portion of Elephant
Road. A connection could be made to the Dublin water distribution system at
the intersection of Elephant Road and Deep Run Road. Water nmins would be
extended fromthis point south along El ephant Road to Main Street, and then
north along North Main Street to Rickerts Road. A main would al so be
installed along MII| Street from North Main Street to Cherry Lane to supply
resi dences along MIIl Street and the northside of Maple Avenue to Cherry
Lane. Each affected party would be connected to the water nmain and the

wat er use woul d be netered.

Dubl i n Borough Ordi nance No. 164, requires that private wells be abandoned,
as a general rule, when a borough water line exists to service a honme or
busi ness. The Borough Ordi nance does, however, exclude those residents and
busi ness owners and operators, who have utilized private wells prior to the



construction of the borough water |ine.

Under this alternative, the existing residential wells would be abandoned
and the existing in-house carbon filters would be renmoved unl ess an
agreenent is reached between the property owner and the Borough for
continued use of the private well. If the property owner reached such an
agreenent, the property owner would nmaintain the in-house treatnent system
These carbon filters woul d be di sposed of in accordance with the Federa
Resource Conservation Recovery Act and Pennsylvania's Solid Waste

regul ations with preference given to recycling or regenerating this filters,
if possible. These regulations are considered applicabl e because the spent
carbon filters would be considered a RCRA characteristic waste if the toxic
characteristic | eaching procedure (TCLP) analysis performed on this waste
resulted in a VOC concentration greater that 0.5 parts per mllion

Ot herwi se, the waste woul d be di sposed of in accordance with RCRA Subtitle D
regul ati ons.

Under this alternative, the well, water nmins and associ ated equi prent woul d
be transferred to the Dublin Borough Water Departnment for its use. The
affected parties would be billed for water usage by the Borough at the
standard rate, which would provide sufficient revenues to finance the O&M
for the supply well and the water |ine extension.

This alternative does not include provisions for additional system capacity
to serve new devel opnent in the area not affected or potentiallyaffected by
the Site. This option does not provide for additional fire protection,
i.e., more protection than residents currently have.

Under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act and Pennsylvania's Safe Drinking
WAt er Regul ations, which are applicable requirenments, the Borough woul d be
required to sanple the wells which supply their system including the new
well, to ensure that all criteria identified within these regul ations are
nmet .

The location of a new well or use of an existing well would be determn ned
during the renmedi al design phase of renmedy inplenmentation. Because this new
wel | woul d be outside the plune of contam nation, a potential exists for the
contanmination fromthe Site to spread to this well. This potential will be
reduced by properly locating and designing the well during the renedia
desi gn phase. Mnitoring of this well for VOCs on a quarterly basis would be
necessary to ensure that the contam nation fromthe Site does not spread to
this well. This nonitoring will be required at least until a final ground
water renedy is inplenented at the Site.

This alternative woul d provide the residences and busi nesses with a

per manent, regul ated water supply. This would ensure that the residences
and busi nesses are supplied with a safe, clean drinking water source that
neets all Federal and State drinking water regul ations.

The estimted costs for this alternative are presented bel ow. Detail ed cost
information is provided in the Focused Feasibility Study. The costs assune
t hat each of the residences and businesses listed in Table 1 would be
connected to the water nmain and supplied with water fromthe new well and
that the wells at the residences and businesses |listed in Table 2 would be



nmonitored on a quarterly basis for volatile organic conmpounds until a fina
groundwater renmedy is inplenmented at the Site. The present worth costs are
based on a 30 year life and a 10% di scount rate. The project would be
technically feasibleand inplenentable. The estimated tine for

i mpl enentation of this alternative is 9 to 12 nonths.

Capital Costs: $2,600,000
Annual O & M Costs: $169, 000
Present Worth: $3, 300, 000

Al'ternative 4. TREATMENT OF WATER FROM RESI DENTI AL AND COMMERCI AL VEELLS
W TH CARBON ADSCRPTI ON SYSTEMS

The general conponents of this alternative are:

A. Providing the affected and potentially affected residences with

poi nt-of -entry individual granular activated carbon (GAC) treatnent units
and providing affected and potentially affected businesses with either point
-of -use carbon treatnent systens or bottled water

B. Maintaining the treatnment systens by periodically nmonitoring the
influent and effluent fromthe systens and replacing the spent carbon, as
necessary.

C. Renoving or installing a bypass system around the existing GAC units or
di scontinuing bottled water service for the affected parties and di sposing

of the carbon in accordance with all Federal and State regul ati ons once the
groundwater is conpletely renedi ated.

D. Conducting periodic sanpling and nonitoring at sel ected residences and
busi nesses not connected into the Dublin systemuntil a final groundwater
remedy is inplenented to ensure that these residences do not becone affected
by contamination fromthe Site.

In this alternative, continued individual GAC unit or bottled water service
woul d be provided to the residential and commercial wells currently
nmoni t ored under the Order between John H. Thonpson and EPA in addition to
the additional homes and busi nesses identified as potentially affected by
the contamination (see Table 1). The treatnment system for private

resi dences with 5ppb or greater of TCE would include a point-of-entry
system The untreated and treated water woul d be sanpl ed periodically.

Busi nesses woul d be supplied with either bottled water or a point-of-use
carbon treatnment system and woul d be nonitored periodically. Treated water
woul d neet all Federal and State drinking water quality standards for the
VOCs identified at the Site.

The GAC adsorption system would include two beds of carbon operating in
series. The GAC adsorption process involves contacting the contani nated
groundwater with activated carbon. The organic nol ecul es contacting the
activated carbon particle surface would be held there by physical or
chemical forces. Once the carbon is saturated with organics, the spent
carbon nust be either renoved and replaced with virgin or off-site-



regenerated carbon or the spent carbon nust be regenerated on-site. It was
assunmed that the spent carbon would be renmoved and replaced with either
virgin or off-site-regenerated carbon. Spent carbon would be di sposed of or
treated in accordance with Federal Resource Conservation Recovery Act and
Pennsyl vania's Solid Waste regul ations. These regul ations are consi dered
appl i cabl e because the spent carbon filters nmay be consi dered a RCRA
characteristic waste if the TCLP anal ysis performed on this waste resulted
in a VOC concentration greater than 0.5 parts per million. Oherw se, the
waste woul d be di sposed of in accordance with RCRA Subtitle D regul ations.

Operation and mai ntenance of the in-house carbon systems woul d be required
until the final ground water renmediation is conplete. At that tine, the
units could be renoved or bypassed. These carbon filters would be di sposed
of in accordance with all Federal and State regul ations. The operation and
mai nt enance (O&\VW) of the system nust be the responsibility of some agreed-
upon authority. This authority nust be able to gain access to the hones to
conpl ete O&M and sanpling. This authority would be responsible for routinely
sanpling the water effluent fromthe treatnment systens at the individua
resi dences and businesses to ensure that all criteria related to the
contamination at the Site are net. Because this alternative would require
treatment of water prior to discharge to the individual residence or

busi ness, periodic nonitoring of the effluent fromthe treatnent system
woul d be necessary to ensure that the treatnment equi pment is functioning

properly.

Because this is not a public distribution system nonitoring and treatnent
woul d be provided only for contam nants related to the Site.

The estimted costs for this alternative are presented bel ow. Detail ed cost
information is provided in the Focused Feasibility Study. The costs assune
t hat each of the residences and businesses listed in Table 1 would be
supplied with a individual GAC treatnent systenms or bottled water, as
appropriate, and residences and businesses |listed in Table 2 would be
nmonitored on a quarterly basis for volatile organic conmpounds until a fina
groundwater renmedy is inplenented at the Site. The present worth costs are
based on a 30 year life and a 10% di scount rate. This renedy woul d be
technically feasible and inplenmentable. The estimated tinme for

i mpl ementation of this alternative is 1 to 2 nonths.

Capital Costs: $100, 000
Annual O & M Costs: $390, 000
Present Worth: $2, 800, 000

Al'ternative 5: TREATMENT AND SUPPLY OF WATER FROM A NEW VELL OR AN EXI STI NG
WELL WTHI N THE PLUVME W TH A CARBON ADSORPTI ON SYSTEM

The general conponents of this alternative are:

A. Devel oping, constructing, and operating a new water supply well within
the plume of contanination or operation of an existing well within the plune
of contam nation and incorporating this well into the existing Dublin

Bor ough muni ci pal water distribution system



B. Constructing and operating of |iquid-phase GAC carbon adsorption system
for treatnment of the water extracted fromthe well described above.

C. Connecting the affected parties into an extension of the Dublin Borough
nmuni ci pal water system and suppl ementing the current capacity of the

exi sting Borough supply systemw th enough treated water fromthe wel
described in Ato supply the these residences and busi nesses.

D. Rempving existing carbon units or discontinuing bottled water service
for the affected residences and busi nesses and di sposi ng of the carbon in
accordance with all Federal and State regul ations.

E. Abandoning affected and potentially affected wells within the plunme of
contami nation and/or inplenenting institutional controls on the devel opnment
and use of the wells within the plunme of contamn nation.

F. Monitoring of residential and comercial wells at homes not addressed by
the public water supply but which have the potential for contani nation

This option involves construction of a new water supply well or use of an
exi sting private well inside the plume of contanination, treating the
groundwat er by renmoving the volatile organi c conpounds.

A subrersi bl e punp capabl e of delivering approxi mately 50 gallons per mnute
(gpm at the required system pressure would be installed in the well. The
wel | water would be punped to an granul ar activated carbon (GAC) adsorption
system | ocated at the ground surface. This well punmp would be operated at a
rate necessary to supply the affected parties and woul d suppl ement the

exi sting systemwith the required additional water. A water |ine would be
installed fromthe discharge of the GAC adsorption systemto the borough's
storage tank facility | ocated on South Main Street or another storage
facility specifically constructed for the water discharged fromthis well

The GAC adsorption system would include two beds of carbon operating in
series. The GAC adsorption process involves contacting the contani nated
groundwater with activated carbon. The organic nol ecul es contacting the
activated carbon particle surface would be held there by physical or
chenmical forces. Once the carbon is saturated with organics, the spent
carbon nust be either renoved and replaced with virgin or off-site-
regenerated carbon or the spent carbon nust be regenerated on-site. It was
assunmed, for costing purposes, that the spent carbon would be renoved and
replaced with either virgin or offsite-regenerated carbon. A final design
cost may provide information indicating that on-site regenerati on of carbon
is more econonmical. The carbon filtration systemwould treat the water to
conply with Federal and State drinking water quality standards. Spent
carbon woul d be di sposed of or treated in accordance with all Federal and
State regul ati ons.

One limtation in using GAC treatnment involves the adsorption of vinyl
chloride. Vinyl chloride is a degradation product of TCE and has been
identified in the groundwater at the Site. Large quantities of GAC are
necessary for the adsorption of vinyl chloride. Therefore, as the
concentration of vinyl chloride in the groundwater increases with increased



degradation of TCE, an increase in the quantity of GAC necessary for
treatment of the contani nants woul d be required.

The treated water, initially punped to the Borough's storage facility or
simlar facility, would be distributed to the affected parties through water
mai ns constructed along North Main Street, MII Street and a portion of

El ephant Road. A connection could be made to the Dublin water distribution
system at the intersection of Elephant Road and Deep Run Road. Water nmins
woul d be extended fromthis point south al ong El ephant Road to Main Street,
and then north along North Main Street to Rickerts Road. A main would al so
be installed along MII| Street from North Main Street to Cherry Lane to
supply residences along MI| Street and properties on the northside of Mple
Avenue to Cherry Lane. Each affected party woul d be connected to the water
mai n and the water use would be netered.

The location of a new well or use of an existing well would be determn ned
during the renmedi al design phase of renmedy inplenmentation

Dubl i n Borough Ordi nance No. 164, requires that private wells be abandoned,
as a general rule, when a borough water line exists to service a honme or
busi ness. The Borough Ordi nance does, however, exclude those residents and
busi ness owners and operators, who have utilized private wells prior to the
construction of the borough water |ine.

Under this alternative, the existing residential wells would be abandoned
and the existing in-house carbon filters would be renmoved unl ess an
agreenent is reached between the property owner and the Borough for
continued use of the private well. If the property owner reached such an
agreenent, the property owner would nmaintain the in-house treatnent system
These carbon filters woul d be di sposed of in accordance with the Federa
Resource Conservation Recovery Act and Pennsylvania's Solid Waste

regul ations with preference given to recycling or regenerating this filters,
if possible. These regulations are considered applicabl e because the spent
carbon filters may be considered a RCRA characteristic waste if the TCLP
anal ysis perfornmed on this waste resulted in a VOC concentration greater
than 0.5 parts per mllion. Oherw se, the waste woul d be disposed of in
accordance with RCRA Subtitle D regul ations.

Under this alternative, the water mains and associ ated equi pment woul d be
transferred to the Dublin Borough Water Departnment for its use. The party

i mpl ementing the renedy (either the PRPs or the Commonweal th of Pennsylvania
under a State Superfund Contract) will assure that the renedy isproperly
operated and mai ntai ned. Operation and mai ntenance of the well and carbon
system woul d be required until the final groundwater renediation is
conplete. Once remediation is conplete, the carbon filtration system could
be bypassed or renoved and the well could continue to be used to supply the
residents. Agreenents woul d be necessary between Dublin Borough, the party

i mpl ementing the renedy and the well or property owner for access to the
well. The affected parties would be billed for water usage by the Borough
at the standard rate, which would provide sufficient revenues to finance the
&M for the supply well and the water |ine extension

This alternative does not include provisions for additional system capacity
to serve new devel opnent in the area not affected or potentially affected by



the Site. This option does not provide for additional fire protection,
i.e., more protection than residents currently have.

Under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act and Pennsylvani a's Safe Drinking
WAt er Regul ations, which are applicable requirenents, the Borough woul d be
required to sanple the wells which supply their system including the new
well, to ensure that all criteria identified within these regul ations are
nmet .

Because this alternative would require treatnment of water prior to discharge
to the water storage facilities, periodic nonitoring of the effluent from
the treatnment system woul d be necessary to ensure that treatnent equi pnent
is functioning properly.

This alternative woul d provide the residences and busi nesses with a

per manent, regul ated water supply. This would ensure that the residences
and busi nesses are supplied with a safe, clean drinking water source that
neets all Federal and State drinking water regul ations.

The estimted costs for this alternative are presented bel ow. Detail ed cost
information is provided in the Focused Feasibility Study. Thecosts assune

t hat each of the residences and businesses listed in Table 1 would be
connected to the water main and that the wells at the residences and

busi nesses listed in Table 2 would be nonitored on a quarterly basis for

vol atil e organi c conpounds until a final groundwater renmedy is inplenmented
at the Site. The present worth costs are based on a 30 year life and a 10%
discount rate. This alternative is technically feasible and inpl enentabl e.
The estimated tine for inplenmentation of this alternative is 12 to 15

nont hs.

Capital Costs: $3,000, 000
Annual Operation and Mai ntenance (O & M Costs: $250, 000
Present Worth: $4, 500, 000

Al'ternative 6: TREATMENT OF WATER FROM A NEW VELL OR AN EXI STI NG VELL
W TH N THE PLUME W TH Al R STRI PPI NG AND VAPOR- PHASE CARBON ADSCRPTI ON

The general conponents of this alternative are:

A. Devel oping, constructing, and operating of a new water supply wel
within the plume of contanination or operation of an existing well within
the plume of contanination and incorporating this well into the existing
Dubl i n Borough nunici pal water supply system

B. Constructing and operating an air stripping and vapor-phase carbon
adsorption systemfor treatnment of the water extracted fromthe wel
descri bed above.

C. Connecting the affected parties into an extension of the Dublin Borough
nmuni ci pal water system and suppl ementing the current capacity of the

exi sting Borough supply systemwi th enough water fromthe well described in
par agraph A, above, to supply the residences and busi nesses.



D. Rempving existing carbon units or discontinuing bottled water service
for the affected residences and busi nesses and di sposi ng of the carbon in
accordance with all Federal and State regulations. E. Abandoning affected
and potentially affected wells within the plune of contam nation and/or

i mpl ementing institutional controls on the devel opment and use of the wells
within the plume of contam nation.

F. Monitoring of residential and commercial wells at homes not addressed by
the public water supply but which have the potential for contanination unti
a final groundwater renedy is inplenmented.

This option involves construction of a new water supply well or use of an
exi sting private well inside the plume of contam nation.

A subrersi bl e punp capabl e of delivering approxi mately 50 gallons per mnute
(gpm at the required system pressure would be installed in the well. The
wel | water would be punped to an air stripper |ocated at the ground surface.
This well punp would be operated at a rate necessary to supply the affected
parti es and woul d suppl ement the existing systemwi th the required
additional water. A water line would be installed fromthe di scharge of the
air stripper to the borough's storage tank facility located on South Min
Street or another storage facility specifically constructed for the water

di scharged fromthis well

A packed tower air stripper with countercurrent flow would be used to treat
the contami nated groundwater. The contam nated groundwater would be punped
to the top of the tower and fed down by gravity through the | oosely packed
fill material in the tower. As the water noves through the packing, air
woul d be forced through the packing fromthe base of the tower, and VOCs
woul d be transferred fromthe water to the air. The air stripping system
woul d treat the water to conply with Federal and State drinking water
quality standards. This alternative assunes that |iquid-phase GAC
adsorption would not be necessary to further treat the effluent fromthe air
stripper.

The contaminated air stream di scharged fromthe air stripper would be
treated in a vapor-phase GAC adsorption systemprior to discharge to

t heat nrosphere. The discharged air would neet the applicable requirenents
under the RCRA and Pennsylvania's Air Quality Control Regulations. The GAC
adsorption system would i nclude two beds of carbon operating in series. The
vapor - phase GAC adsorption process is identical to the process described for
i qui d-phase GAC described in Alternative 5 except a gas (air) is passed

t hrough the carbon beds instead of a liquid (water). It was assuned, for
costing purposes, the spent carbon woul d be renmoved and replaced with either
virgin or off-site regenerated carbon. A final design cost may provide
informati on indicating that on-site regeneration of carbon is nore
econonical. Spent carbon would be di sposed of or treated in accordance with
the applicable Federal RCRA and State Solid WAaste Managenent regul ations.

The water, once punped to the Borough's storage facility or sinilar storage
facility, would be distributed to the affected parties through water nmains
constructed along North Main Street, MII Street and a portion of Elephant
Road. A connection could be made to the Dublin water distribution system at



the intersection of Elephant Road and Deep Run Road. Water nmins would be
extended fromthis point south along El ephant Road to Main Street, and then
north along North Main Street to Rickerts Road. A main would al so be
installed along MII Street from North Main Street to Cherry Lane to supply
resi dences along MII| Street and properties on the northside of Maple Avenue
to Cherry Lane. Each affected party would be connected to the water main
and the water use would be netered.

The location of a new well or use of an existing well would be determn ned
during the renmedi al design phase of renmedy inplenmentation

Dubl i n Borough Ordi nance No. 164, requires that private wells be abandoned,
as a general rule, when a borough water line exists to service a honme or
busi ness. The Borough Ordi nance does, however, exclude those residents
andbusi ness owners and operators, who have utilized private wells prior to
the construction of the borough water I|ine.

Under this alternative, the existing residential wells would be abandoned
and the existing in-house carbon filters would be renmoved unl ess an
agreenent is reached between the property owner and the Borough for
continued use of the private well. If the property owner reached such an
agreenent, the property owner would nmaintain the in-house treatnent system
These carbon filters woul d be di sposed of in accordance with the Federa
Resource Conservation Recovery Act and Pennsylvania's Solid Waste

regul ations with preference given to recycling or regenerating this filters,
if possible. These regulations are considered applicabl e because the spent
carbon filters may be considered a RCRA characteristic waste if the TCLP
anal ysis perfornmed on this waste results in a VOC concentration greater than
0.5 ppm O herw se, the waste woul d be di sposed of in accordance with RCRA
Subtitle D regul ations.

Under this alternative, the water mains and associ ated equi pmrent woul d be
transferred to the Dublin Borough Water Departnment for its use. The party

i mpl ementing the renedy (either the PRPs or the Commonweal th of Pennsylvania
under a State Superfund Contract) will assure that the renedy is properly
operated and mai ntai ned. Operation and mai ntenance of the well, air
stripper and vapor-phase GAC adsorption system would be required until the
final groundwater renediation is conplete. Once renediation is conplete,
the air stripper and GAC adsorption system could be bypassed or renpved and
the well could continue to be used to supply the residents. An agreenent
woul d be necessary between Dublin Borough, the party inplenenting the renmedy
and the well or property owner for access to the well. The affected parties
woul d be billed for water usage by the Borough at the standard rate, which
woul d provide sufficient revenues to finance the O&M for the supply well and
t hewater |ine extension.

This alternative does not include provisions for additional system capacity
to serve new devel opnent in the area not affected or potentially affected by
the Site. This option does not provide for additional fire protection,

i.e., more protection that residents currently have.

Under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act and Pennsylvania's Safe Drinking
WAt er Regul ations, which are applicable requirenments, the Borough woul d be
required to sanple the wells which supply their system including the



treated water fromthe new well, to ensure that all criteria identified
within these regul ations are net.

Because this alternative would require treatnment of water prior to discharge
to the water storage facilities, periodic nmonitoring of the effluent from
the treatnment system woul d be necessary to ensure that treatnent equi pnent
is functioning property.

This alternative woul d provide the residences and busi nesses with a

per manent, regul ated water supply. This would ensure that the residences
and busi nesses are supplied with a safe, clean drinking water source that
neets all Federal and State drinking water regul ations.

The estimted costs for this alternative are presented bel ow. Detail ed cost
information is provided in the Focused Feasibility Study. The costs assune
that each of the residences and busi nesses affected or potentially listed in
Table 1 would be connected to the water main and that the wells at the

resi dences and businesses listed in Table 2 would be nmonitored on a
quarterly basis for volatile organic conpounds until a final groundwater
remedy is inplenented at the Site. The present worth costs are based on a
30 year life and a 10% di scount rate. This alternative is technically

feasi ble and i nplenentable. The estinated tinme for inplenmentation of this
alternative is 12 to 15nopnths.

Capital Costs: $3,100,000
Annual Operation and Mai ntenance (O & M Costs: $300, 000
Present Worth: $5, 000, 000

Al'ternative 7: TREATMENT OF WATER FROM A NEW VELL OR AN EXI STI NG VELL
W THI N THE PLUME W TH ULTRAVI OLET (UV) OXI DATI ON

The general conponents of this alternative are:

A. Devel oping, constructing, and operating of a new water supply wel
within the plume of contanination or operation of an existing well within
the plume of contanination and incorporating this well into the existing
Dubl i n Borough nunicipal water distribution system

B. Dempnstration of UV oxidation technology during a treatability study to
be conducted at the Site.

C. Constructing and operating an UV oxi dation system based on information
obtained during the treatability study, for treatnent of the water extracted
fromthe well described above.

D. Connecting the affected parties into an extension of the Dublin Borough
nmuni ci pal water system and suppl ementing the current capacity of the

exi sting Borough supply systemwi th enough treated water fromthe wel

descri bed in paragraph A above, to supply the these residences and

busi nesses.

E. Rempving existing carbon units or discontinuing bottled water service



for the affected residences and busi nesses and di sposi hg of the carbon in
accordance with all Federal and State regul ations.

F. Abandoning affected and potentially affected wells within the plunme of
contami nation and/or inplenenting institutional controls on the devel opnent
and use of private wells within the plune of contam nation.

G Monitoring of residential and commercial wells at homes not addressed by
the public water supply but which have the potential for contanination unti
a final groundwater renedy is inplenmented.

This option involves construction of a new water supply well or use of an
exi sting private well inside the plunme of contam nation and treating the
groundwat er by destroying the volatile organi c conpounds. A subnersible
punp capabl e of delivering approxi mtely 50 gallons per minute (gpm at the
requi red system pressure would be installed in the well. The well water
woul d be punped to an ultraviolet oxidation systemlocated at the ground
surface. This well punp would be operated at a rate necessary to supply the
affected parties and woul d suppl ement the existing systemwi th the required
additional water. A water line would be installed fromthe di scharge of the
UV oxi dation systemto the borough's storage tank facility |located on South
Main Street or another storage facility specifically constructed for the
wat er di scharged fromthis well

UV oxi dation would destroy the VOCs present in the contam nated groundwater.
This technol ogy uses UV radi ation alone or in tandemw th ozone and/ or
hydrogen peroxi de to oxidize organics. The contam nated groundwater is fed
fromthe well into the reactor, which contains the U/ lanps. 1In the
reactor, hydrogen peroxi de and ozone nmay be injected, if required. The
ozone is generated through the ozone generator using air or liquid oxygen as
the source. Under the influence of ultraviolet light, the ozone and hydrogen
peroxi de are converted into hydroxyl radicals (OH-]). The hydroxyl

radi cal s generated or the ozone, hydrogen peroxide, or UV radiation would
oxi dize the organics to carbon dioxide, water and salts. Ozone which is not
transferred to the reaction would be destroyed in an ozone deconposition
unit. This alternative assunes that additional treatnent such as |iquid-
phase GAC adsorption would not be necessary to further treat the effluent
fromthe UV oxidation unit.

The di scharged air fromthe deconposition unit would nmeet the applicable
Federal Clean Air Act, RCRA and the Pennsylvania Air Quality Contro
Regul ati ons.

Because UV oxidation technology is a relatively new technol ogy and it has
not been denonstrated at the Site, a treatability study would be required
prior to full-scale inplementation. This treatability study would provide
i nformati on on design criteria and costs necessary for full-scale

i mpl ementation. It is estimated that the treatability study woul d take six
nmont hs to conpl ete.

The water, once punped to either the Borough's storage facility or simlar
facility, would be distributed to the affected parties through water nmains
constructed along North Main Street, MII Street and a portion of Elephant
Road. A connection could be made to the Dublin water distribution system at



the intersection of Elephant Road and Deep Run Road. Water nmins would be
extended fromthis point south along El ephant Road to Main Street, and then
north along North Main Street to Rickerts Road. A main would al so be
installed along MII Street from North Main Street to Cherry Lane to supply
resi dences along MII| Street and properties on the northside of Maple Avenue
to Cherry Lane. Each affected party would be connected to the water main
and the water use would be netered.

The location of a new well or use of an existing well would be determn ned
during the renmedi al design phase of renmedy inplenmentation

Dubl i n Borough Ordi nance No. 164, requires that private wells be abandoned,
as a general rule, when a borough water line exists to service a honme or
busi ness. The Borough Ordi nance does, however, exclude those residents and
busi ness owners and operators, who have utilized private wells prior to the
construction of the borough water |ine.

Under this alternative, the existing residential wells would be abandoned
and the existing in-house carbon filters would be renmoved unl ess an
agreenent is reached between the property owner and the Borough for
continued use of the private well. If the property owner reached such an
agreenent, the property owner would nmaintain the in-house treatnent system
These carbon filters woul d be di sposed of in accordance with the Federa
Resource Conservation Recovery Act and Pennsylvania's Solid Waste

regul ations with preference given to recycling or regenerating this filters,
if possible. These regulations are considered applicabl e because the spent
carbon filters may be considered a RCRA characteristic waste if the TCLP
anal ysis perfornmed on this waste resulted in VOC concentrations greater than
0.5 ppm O herw se, the waste woul d be di sposed of in accordance with RCRA
Subtitle D regul ations.

Under this alternative, the water mains and associ ated equi pmrent woul d be
transferred to the Dublin Borough Water Departnment for its use. The party

i mpl ementing the renedy (either the PRPs or the Commonweal th of Pennsylvania
under a State Superfund Contract) will assure that the renedy is properly
operated and mai ntai ned. Operation and mai ntenance of the well and the W
oxi dation system would be required until the final groundwater renediation
is conplete. Once renediation is conplete, the UV oxidation system could be
bypassed or renoved and the well could continue to be used to supply the
residents. An agreenent woul d be necessary between Dublin Borough, the
party inplenenting the renmedy, and the well or property owner for access to
the well. The affected parties would be billed for water usage by the

Bor ough at the standard rate, which would provide sufficient revenues to
finance the O&M for the supply well and the water |ine extension

This alternative does not include provisions for additional system capacity
to serve new devel opnent in the area not affected or potentially affected by
the Site. This option does not provide for additional fire protection,

i.e., more protection than residents currently have.

Under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act and Pennsylvania's Safe Drinking
WAt er Regul ations, which are applicable requirenments, the Borough woul d be
required to sanple the wells which supply their systemto ensure that al
criteria identified within these regulations are net.



Because this alternative would require treatnment of water prior to discharge
to the water storage facilities, periodic nonitoring of the effluent from
the treatnment system woul d be necessary to ensure that treatnent equi pnent
is functioning property.

This alternative woul d provide the residences and busi nesses with a

per manent, regul ated water supply. This would ensure that the residences
and busi nesses are supplied with a safe, clean drinking water source that
neets all Federal and State drinking water regul ations.

The estimted costs for this alternative are presented bel ow. Detail ed cost
information is provided in the Focused Feasibility Study. The costs assune
t hat each of the residences and businesses listed in Table 1 would be
connected to the water main and that the wells at the residences and

busi nesses listed in Table 2 would be nonitored on a quarterly basis for

vol atil e organi c conpounds until a final groundwater renmedy is inplenmented
at the Site. The present worth costs are based on a 30 year life and a 10%
di scount rate. This alternative is technically feasible and inpl enentabl e.
The estimated tine for inplenmentation of this alternative is 18 to 21
months. This includes 6 nonths for a treatability study.

Capital Costs: $3,100,000

Annual Operation and Mai ntenance (O & M Costs: $260, 000

Present Worth: $4, 600, 000
I X. Summary of the Conparative Analysis of Alternatives
Each of the renedial alternatives for this operable unit are conpared and
eval uated against nine criteria to determ ne which renedial alternative and
combi nation of technol ogi es and managenment or process options will best neet
the primary objective of this ROD. These nine criteria are:

Threshold Criteria

- Overall protection of human health and the environnent
- Conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments

Primary Bal ancing Criteria

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volune
- Inplenmentability

- Short-termeffectiveness

- Long-term effectiveness

- Cost

Modi fying Criteria

- Conmunity Acceptance
- State Acceptance

A. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent:



A primary requirenent of CERCLA is that the selected renedial action be
protective of human health and the environnent. A renedy is protective if
it elimnates, reduces, or controls current and potential risks posed

t hrough each exposure pathway to acceptable |levels through treatnent,

engi neering controls, or institutional controls.

When properly designed and sufficiently tested, alternatives 2 through 7
woul d protect human health by providing a clean drinking water source to the
affected parties and by nonitoring additional residences which nmay be
potentially affected by the VOC contam nation. The water which would
ultimately be distributed to the affected parties would nmeet or exceed al
federal and state drinking water standards. Drinking water standards are
established within the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act and Pennsyl vania's
Safe Drinking Water Regul ations. Periodic water sanpling woul d be enpl oyed
as part ofthese alternatives to ensure the protection of human heal th.

Alternatives 4, 5, 6 and 7 would be the npbst protective of human health and
the environnment by not only supplying a clean drinking water source to the
affected parties but by also reducing and controlling the risk through

treatment of the groundwater and preventing of the spread of contam nation.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would not reduce the risk posed by the spread of the
pl ume of contam nation.

Alternative 1 would not be protective of human health and the environnent
because the affected parties would be exposed to VOCs via ingestion or
dermal contact of groundwater, or inhalation of VOC vapors fromthe
groundwat er .

B. Conmpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents
(ARARSs) .

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that renedial actions at CERCLA sites at

| east attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and
State standards, requirenents, criteria, and linmtations which are
collectively referred to as "ARAR', unless such ARARs are wai ved under
CERCLA Section 121(d)(4). Applicable requirenents are those substantive
envi ronnental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations promul gated
under federal or State |aw that specifically address hazardous substances
found at the Site, the renedial action to be inplenented at the Site, the

| ocation of the Site, or other circunstances present at the Site. Relevant
and appropriate requirenments are those substantive environmental protection
requirenents, criteria, or limtations pronul gated under federal or State

[ aw whi ch, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the
Site, the renedial action itself, the Site |ocation or other circunstances
at the Site, neverthel ess address problenms or situations sufficiently
simlar to those encountered at the Site that their use is well suited to
the Site. ARARs may relate to the substances addressed by the renedia
action (chenmical -specific), to the location (locationspecific), or the
manner in which the renmedial action is inplenented (actionspecific).

Table 4 identifies Applicable and Rel evant or Appropriate Requirenments for
the alternatives devel oped in this ROD



Alternatives 2 through 7 would neet the respective ARARs for the Federal and
State environmental laws for this action.

Once the renedy is inplenented, the water supply provided in Alternatives 2
and 3 would need to be periodically checked to ensure that the water supply
does not becone degraded should volatile organic conpounds fromthe Site
mgrate into the wells used in these alternatives.

Once the renedy is inplenented, the water supply provided in Alternatives 4,
5, 6, and 7 would need to be periodically monitored to ensure that the
treatment processes used are performng effectively. In addition, the air
stream effluent fromthe treatnment processes used in Alternatives 6 and 7
woul d need to be nonitored periodically to ensure conpliance with the
Federal Clean Air Act, RCRA and Pennsylvania's Air Resource Regul ations.

The carbon used in Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 would need to conply with

gui delines for treatnent and di sposal contained within the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act.

Alternative 1 would not neet the respective ARARs for the Federal and State
environnental |laws for this action.

C. Long-Term Effectiveness and Per manence:

Long-term ef fecti veness and permanence refers to the ability of a renmedy to
mai ntain reliable protection of human health and the environment over tine.
This criteria evaluation includes consideration of residual risk and
adequacy and reliability of controls.

Alternatives 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 provide a permanent clean drinking water
supply which woul d be regul ated under the SDWA and Pennsylvania's

Saf eDri nki ng Water regul ations. The water supply would not only be
nmonitored routinely for VOCs but for other contanminants as set forth in the
Federal and State regul ations. Operation and mai ntenance of the water supply
system woul d be turned over to the Dublin Borough Water Departnent.

Alternatives 2 through 7 all require | ong-term nmai ntenance and nonitoring.
Monitoring of the wells used in Alternative 2 and 3 would be required to
deternmine if the plune of contam nation has spread to these wells.
Moni t ori ng and nai nt enance of the treatnment systens used in Alternatives 4
through 7 would be critical because the breakdown of the treatnent systens
woul d result in the distribution of contanminated water to residents.
Operation of two GAC adsorption units in series in Alternative 4, 5, and 6
wi Il reduce the risk of exposure to volatile organic conpounds through the
groundwater or air caused by saturation of the carbon bed. Treatnment or

di sposal of the spent carbon generated during the operation of Alternatives
4, 5 and 6 would be required until the groundwater is renediated to an
acceptable level. Onsite and off-site equipment for the regeneration of
spent GAC is readily avail abl e.

The treatnment technol ogies enployed in Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 are wel
established, reliable technol ogies which have been proven effective at the
Site and at simlar Superfund sites. These treatnent technol ogies are
capabl e of reducing the concentration of volatile organic conpounds in the



groundwater, and the air discharge in Alternative 6, to acceptable |evels.
The treatnment technol ogy enployed in Alternative 7 has been proven effective
in destroying volatile organi c conmpounds from groundwater at sites sinilar
to the Dublin TCE Site, but a treatability study would have to be perforned
prior to full-scale operation at the Site to confirmthe technol ogy's

ef fecti veness.

Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 are the npst consistent with the |Iong-term
remedi ati on of the Dublin TCE Site. The treatnment options which are part of
these alternatives would hel p reduce the amount of volatile organic
chemicals in the environnent. Sanpling and nonitoring required in
Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 could be integrated into the final groundwater
remedy enpl oyed for the entire Site.

Alternative 4 is not considered a permanent renedy. Mbonitoring would be
requi red at approximately 70 residences and busi nesses until the groundwater
is renmediated to an acceptable | evel. Because this is not considered a
public water supply, routine monitoring would only be required for

i dentification of hazardous substances found at the Site. An authority
woul d need to be established to performthe operation and mai ntenance of
this alternative.

Alternative 1 is not considered a permanent renedy because an unacceptable
I evel of risk would be associated with using the contam nated groundwater as
a drinking water supply.

Because all alternatives would result in hazardous substances remmining at
the Site above levels for unlimted use and unrestricted exposure, a five
year review will be conducted.

D. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volunme of the contani nants through
treatment:

This evaluation criteria addresses the degree to which a technol ogy or
remedi al alternative reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volume of hazardous
subst ances.

Alternatives 4, 5, 6 and 7 are the only alternatives which would result in a
reduction of volatile organic chemicals in the aquifer. Alternative 7
conpletely destroys the contam nants in the i medi ate environnment and,
therefore, no residual waste is generated. Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 would
renmove contaminants fromthe i medi ate environnment, although treatnment or

di sposal of the residual (spent carbon) in a safe and effective manner woul d
ber equi r ed.

Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7 are the only alternatives which would help to
inhibit further mgration of the contanminants in the aquifer. Mbility and
vol ume of the contaninants would be reduced. |In addition, these four
alternatives would reduce the toxicity of the contanminants in the aquifer
via carbon treatnment, air stripping or UV oxidation.

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would not act to reduce the volunme, toxicity, or
mobility of contaminants in the aquifer



E. Short Term Effectiveness:

Short-term ef fecti veness addresses the period of tine needed to achieve
protection of human health and the environnent and any adverse inpacts that
may be posed during the construction and operation period until renediation
goal s are achi eved.

Alternative 4 would take the shortest ampunt of tine to inplenent requiring
approximately 1 to 2 nonths to inplement. Alternative 4 would be the
alternative least likely to inmpact the environnment during construction and
i mpl ement ati on.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would take approximately 4 to 11 nonths |onger to
i mpl ement than Alternative 4 because installation of water |ines, and,
possibly, installation of a well, would be necessary.

Alternative 5 and 6 could take approximtely 9 to 14 nonths | onger to

i mpl ement than Alternative 4 because installation of water |ines, possibly a
well, and a treatnent system would be necessary. Alternative 7 would take
the longest tine to inplenent because a treatability study would be required
prior to renedy inplenentation.

Installation of a well within the plume of contam nation and the treatnent
system as described in Alternatives 5, 6, and 7, would pose the greatest

risk to workers during inplenentation of the renmedy. Possible exposure to
vol atil e organi c conpounds during these installation processes could occur

Installation of the wells, water lines, and treatnment systems as descri bed
in Alternatives 2 through 7 would not pose a significant risk to workers or
the community as long as safety procedures are properly followed.

Alternatives 2 and 3 potentially nmay cause the contanination to spread.
Since one of the Dublin Borough nunicipal supply wells (Well #3) is
downgr adi ent of the plunme of contanination and because a final groundwater
remedi ati on system and contam nant contai nnent systemis not in place at the
Site, an increase in punping fromthis well may decrease the tinme which it
takes for the TCE and other contam nants to reach this well. Although
Public Supply Wells #1 and #2 are |ocated upgradient of the Site, testing
woul d be necessary during the design phase of renedy inplementation to
deternmine if increased punping fromthese wells would spread the

contami nation. This testing would also be required for the wells used in
Alternative 3. As long as use of the well in Alternative 3 would not spread
the contamination, this alternative would not pose an environnmental risk.

F. Inplenentability

I mpl ementability refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy, from design through construction, operation, and nmaintenance. It

al so includes coordi nation of federal, State, and |ocal governnments to
cleanup the Site.

Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7 would require initial operational treatnent
systemtesting and periodic sanpling to ensure efficient operation of the
treatment system The treatment technol ogies used in Alternatives 4, 5, and



6 are well established and have been proven reliable at the Site as well as
at other sites. Miintenance and nonitoring of Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 would
be perfornmed nuch nore easily than the nmai ntenance of Alternative 4 because
only one treatnment system would be required i nstead of approximtely 70

i ndi vi dual treatnment systens.

Because vinyl chloride is a degradation product of TCE, its presence in the
aquifer may increase with tine. Significantly nore GAC i s necessary to
treat vinyl chloride as conpared to TCE. Therefore, Alternatives 4 and 5,
whi ch use GAC treatnent, nmay require significantly nore carbon to neet the
Drinking Water Standards for vinyl chloride than originally estimated. This

i ncrease in carbon usage will inpact the operation and mai ntenance of these
alternatives because nmore frequent replacenment of the spent carbon will be
necessary.

Alternatives 3, 5, 6, and 7 would require the identification and, possibly,
the installation of a well prior to inplenentation. This would involve

addi tional investigations, although data generated to date at the Site under
PADER and ot hers should help to identify a well quickly.

Alternative 7 incorporates a relatively new technol ogy which does not have
the established reputation as a treatnent technol ogy for VOCcontam nated
groundwater as conmpared to Alternatives 4, 5, and 6. A treatability study
woul d be necessary for this alternative.

Al ternative 4 accommpdates new hones to the system nore easily than any
other alternative. Acconmodation of new hones to the systens descri bed by
Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 may require additional treatnment equi pment and
additional wells or the expansion of the existing wells. Alternative 2 and 3
al so may require additional wells or the expansion of the existing wells if
new homes require an alternate water supply. 1In addition, Alternatives 2
and 3 may require treatnment equiprment if the wells used in these
alternatives beconme contam nat ed.

Services and materials are readily available for all alternatives.
G Cost:

This criteria exam nes the estimted costs for each renedial alternative
For comparison, capital, annual O&M and present worth costs are shown in
Tabl e 5.

The costs assune that 69 connections into a new water |ine would be made and
that 56 residences and busi nesses would be nonitored for four years until a
final groundwater renedy is inplenented. The |lowest cost alternative is
Alternative 2 at $2,600,000. The npst expensive alternative is alternative
6 with a present worth cost of $5, 000, 000.

H.  State Acceptance:
The Commonweal t h of Pennsyl vani a has revi ewed the Record of Decision and has

concurred with the selected renedy. This unofficial concurrence is
docunented in a letter from PADER to EPA, dated Septenber 12, 1991



I. Conmunity Acceptance:

Comments received fromthe Borough of Dublin and conmunity menbers indicated
general support for EPA's proposed alternative, Alternative 6. The Borough
of Dublin believed that Alternative 2 would be the npst easily inplenented
alternative but stated that they would be willing to work with EPA and the
PRPs in inplenenting Alternative 6. The Borough of Dublin expressed concern
over the costs and inplenentation tine associated with Alternative 6.

One potentially responsible party indicated that this Early Action should be
i mpl emented in stages. Theses stages would include i medi ate connection of
the affected parties to the existing public distribution system (as
described in Alternative 2) and, then, once the RI/FS is conplete,
installing groundwater wells within the plume of contamination for both
treatment and supply of groundwater. Use of the existing public
distribution systemwould be nodified to include the installation of an air
stripper in case the existing supply wells becanme contami nated. One
potentially responsible party indicatedthat other treatnent technol ogies
shoul d be consi dered for vapor-phase treatnment of the air discharged from
the air stripper described in Alternative 6.

X.  Selected Renedy and Perfornmance Standards

The Selected Renedy is Alternative 6. This operable unit addresses the
provi sion of clean water to affected parties near the Dublin TCE Site.
After the RI/FS is conpleted, a renmedy for the entire Site will be
devel oped. To the extent practicable, the renedy selected for future
operable units will be consistent with Operable Unit One. The selected
remedy consists of the follow ng conmponents:

- Installation and operation of a new or existing water supply well

- Construction and operation of a systemfor the treatnent of the water
extracted fromthe well described above.

-  Expansion of the existing Dublin Borough public distribution systemwith
use of the well and treatnment system described above to provide clean water
to the affected parties.

- Mnitoring of the residential and comrercial wells at hones not serviced
by the public distribution system

- Operation and mai ntenance of the sel ected renedy.

Each conponent of the remedy and its design and performance standard(s) will
be described in turn.

1. Installation and operation of a wel
A. Description of the Conponent of the Renedy
Thi s component will include devel opnent, construction, and operation of a

new wat er supply well within the plune of contam nation or operation of an
existing well within the plune of contam nation. The plunme of contam nation



is defined as the portion of the drinking water aquifer at or near the
Dublin TCE Site which contains |evels of the contam nants of concern above
the detection | evel of EPA Analytical Method 524.2, as described at 40 CFR
Part 141. The chemicals of concern include but are not linted to:

tetrachl oroet hene, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, cis-1,2-

di chl oroet hyl ene, trans-1, 2di chl oroet hyl ene, 1, 1-dichloroethylene, and 1,1,1
-trichloroethane. The list of the chemical of concern nay be expanded by
EPA based on information gathered during the Renedia

I nvestigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).

The | ocation and construction details of the new or existing water supply
well will be finalized and approved by EPA during the design stage of the

sel ected renedial alternative. Use of an existing well will be investigated
first so that this early action can be inplenmented as quickly as possible,
however, the decision on use of a groundwater well will be nade by EPA based

on a review of all relevant factors.

This well shall be capable of supplying water to the affected parties
identified in Table 1, and to any parties that becone affected or may becone
affected by the contamination in the future, as deterni ned by EPA

B. Performance Standards

| npl enent ati on of the conponent of the remedy described in 1. A, above, is a
performance standard.

The performance standard for disposal of the well devel opnment wastes (i.e.
soil boring cuttings, punp-test water, etc.), shall be the requirenents of
t he Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Regul ati ons and the
Pennsyl vani a Solid Waste Regul ations including: 40 CFR Part 261 Subpart A
Section 261.3, Subpart C Section 261.24, and Subpart D Section 261.31
(regarding the listing and identification of characteristic hazardous
waste); 40 CFR Part 262 Subparts A-E (regardi ng standards applicable to
generators) and the substantive requirenents for the treatnent, storage, and
di sposal of hazardous wastes set forth in 40 CFR Part 263 (regarding
transporters of hazardous wastes) and 40 CFR Part 264 Subparts B-H
(regardi ng general requirenents for Treatnment, Storage and Di sposa
facilities); 40 CFR 268 Subparts C Section 268.30 and Subpart E (regarding
restriction of hazardous waste | and di sposal and storage of hazardous
waste); 25 PA Code Sections 75.259 through 75.270.42 which establish State
requi renents for the generation, transportation, storage and treatnent of
hazar dous wastes (specifically, 25 PA Code 75.262 requirenents for
generators of hazardous wastes, 25 AP Code Section 75.263 requirenments for
the transportation of hazardous wastes, and 25 PA Code Section 75.264

requi renents for the treatnent, storage and di sposal of hazardous wastes; 25
PA Code 261.24 and 273.421 (regarding the handling of residual and other
waste and the determ nati on of hazardous waste by the Toxic Characteristic
Leachi ng Procedure).

2. Construction and operation of a groundwater treatnent system
A. Description of the Conponent of the Renedy

Construction and operation of an air stripping and vapor-phase carbon



adsorption (or thermal destruction unit) for treatnment of the water
extracted fromthe well described in paragraph 1, above.

I f necessary, based upon results of chemical sanpling, a |iquidphase carbon
adsorption unit(s) will be designed and installed on the water discharge of
the air stripper to ensure that the water delivered to the residences and
busi nesses meets the MCLs descri bed bel ow.

B. Performance Standards

| npl ement ati on of the conponent of the remedy described in 2. A, above, is a
per f ormance standard.

The performance standard for each contam nant of concern in the effluent
water fromthe air stripper, which is supplied to public water systemthat
will serve the affected parties, shall be the MCL for that contani nant
aspronul gated under the Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 U S.C. 300f to 300j-26,
and set forth at 40 CFR 141.61(a). The MCLs for the chem cals of concern
are:

Subst ance MCL(ug/ 1)
Tetrachl or oet hene 5

Tri chl or oet hene 5

Vi nyl Chloride 2

cis-1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene 70
trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene 100

1, 1-di chl or oet hyl ene 7
1,1,1-trichl oroet hane 200

The performance standard for the air em ssions fromthe stripping unit shal
be the requirenments of the RCRA regul ations set forth at 40 CFR 264 Subpart
AA- Air Em ssion Standards for Process Vents. The total organic em ssions
fromall affected process vents at the facility are required to be below 1.4
kg/ hr and 2.8 ng/yr under this regulation. Because the Site |lies within an
ozone non-attai nment area, the air enmissions fromthe treatnent unit shal
conply with the National Anbient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) under the
Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part 50.1-3, 50.9, Appendix D, Appendix H) for the
rel ease of volatile organic em ssions. The vinyl chloride air em ssions
will also conmply with Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U S. C 7412
Nat i onal Enmi ssion Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs). The

rel evant and appropriate NESHAP for vinyl chloride is set forth at 40 CFR
Part 61, Subpart F. The air em ssions will also conply with the State
regul ations set forth in 25 PA Code 127.12(a)(5). This regulation requires
that em ssions be reduced to the m ni num obt ai nabl e | evel s through the use
of best avail abl e technol ogy, as defined in 25 PA Code 121.1.

The performance standard for disposal of spent carbon filters fromthe
[iquid- and vapor-phase carbon treatnent systens and any other hazardous
waste generated during treatnment systeminstallation shall be the

requi renents of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Regul ati ons and the Pennsyl vania Solid Waste Regul ati ons including: 40 CFR
Part 261 Subpart A Section 261.3, Subpart C Section 261.24, and Subpart D
Section 261.31 (regarding the listing and identification of characteristic



hazar dous waste); 40 CFR Part 262 Subparts A-E (regardi ng standards
applicable to generators) and the substantive requirenents for the
treatment, storage, and di sposal of hazardous wastes set forth in 40 CFR
Part 263 (regarding transporters of hazardous wastes) and 40 CFR Part 264
Subparts B-H (regardi ng general requirenents for Treatnent, Storage and

Di sposal facilities); 40 CFR 268 Subparts C Section 268.30 and Subpart E
(regarding restriction of hazardous waste | and di sposal and storage of

hazar dous waste); 25 PA Code Sections 75.259 through 75.270.42 which
establish State requirenments for the generation, transportation, storage and
treatment of hazardous wastes (specifically, 25 PA Code 75.262 requirenents
for generators of hazardous wastes, 25 AP Code Section 75.263 requirenents
for the transportation of hazardous wastes, and 25 PA Code Section 75.264
requi renents for the treatnent, storage and di sposal of hazardous wastes; 25
PA Code 261.24 and 273.421 (regarding the handling of residual and other
waste and the determ nati on of hazardous waste by the Toxic Characteristic
Leachi ng Procedure).

3. Expansion of the Dublin Public Water Distribution System
A. Description of the Conponent of the Renedy

The water extracted fromthe well described in paragraph 1, above, and
treated with the treatnment system described in paragraph 2, above, shall be
delivered to the existing Dublin Borough water supply system either through
the currently existing storage facility or through a storage facility
constructed specifically for the new well

The existing Dublin Borough public water distribution systemshall be
expanded by the installation of water mains along North Main Street, M|
Street and a portion of Elephant Road.

Connections shall be nmade fromthese newly constructed water mains to the
affected or potentially affected parties with the installation of water
nmeters at each residence and busi ness.

All areas inpacted by the construction activities during renedy
i mpl enmentati on and operati on and nei ntenance shall be graded, restored and
reveget at ed, as necessary.

The existing residential wells shall be abandoned, if appropriate, and the
exi sting in-house carbon filters shall be renoved and di sposed of.

B. Performance Standards

| npl ement ati on of the conponent of the remedy described in 3. A, above, is a
per formance standard.

The performance standard for disposal of the in-house carbon filters shal
be the requirenments of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Regul ati ons and the Pennsylvania Solid Waste Regul ati ons including: 40 CFR
Part 261 Subpart A Section 261.3, Subpart C Section 261.24, and Subpart D
Section 261.31 (regarding the listing and identification of characteristic
hazar dous waste); 40 CFR Part 262 Subparts A-E (regardi ng standards
applicable to generators) and the substantive requirenents for the



treatment, storage, and di sposal of hazardous wastes set forth in 40 CFR
Part 263 (regarding transporters of hazardous wastes) and 40 CFR Part 264
Subparts B-H (regardi ng general requirenents for Treatnent, Storage and

Di sposal facilities); 40 CFR 268 Subparts C Section 268.30 and Subpart E
(regarding restriction of hazardous waste | and di sposal and storage of

hazar dous waste); 25 PA Code Sections 75.259 through 75.270.42 which
establish State requirenments for the generation, transportation, storage and
treatment of hazardous wastes (specifically, 25 PA Code 75.262 requirenents
for generators of hazardous wastes, 25 AP Code Section 75.263 requirenents
for the transportation of hazardous wastes, and 25 PA Code Section 75.264
requi renents for the treatnent, storage and di sposal of hazardous wastes; 25
PA Code 261.24 and 273.421 (regarding the handling of residual and other
waste and the determ nati on of hazardous waste by the Toxic Characteristic
Leachi ng Procedure).

4. Monitoring of Residential and Commercial Wells
A. Description of the Conponent of the Renedy

Resi dential and commrercial wells at certain residences and busi nesses not
addressed by the public water supply but which have the potential for
contani nation shall be nonitored on a quarterly basis for the chem cals of
concern using EPA Anal ytical Method 524.2 until EPA deens that it is no

| onger necessary. The initial list of these residences and businesses is
given in Table 2. This |list may be expanded by EPA based on the results of
design of this remedy and information gathered during the RI/FS.

B. Performance Standards

| npl enent ati on of the conponent of the remedy described in 4. A, above, is a
performance standard.

5. Operation and Mintenance of the Sel ected Renedy
A. Description of Renedy

Operation and mai ntenance of the newy installed well, and treatnment system
shal |l continue until the concentrations of contam nants of concern in the
wat er extracted fromthe new production well, located within the plunme of
cont ami nation, have been reduced to the MCLs indicated in paragraph 2,
above. The well will be sanpled on a quarterly basis for at |east 30 years.
I f sanpling confirms that the MCLs have been attained at the well (prior to
treatnment) and rermain at the required levels for twelve consecutive
quarters, operation of the treatnent system can be suspended. The
groundwat er punped fromthe well shall bypass the treatnent system and be
distributed to the affected residences. |f, subsequent to the treatnent
system shutdown, quarterly nonitoring shows the groundwater concentration of
any contani nant of concern to be above the MCLs, the treatnent system shal
be restarted and continued until the MCLs have once nore attained for twelve
consecutive quarters.

B. Performance Standards

| mpl enent ati on of the conponent of the remedy described in 5. A, above, is a



performance standard.

XlI. Statutory Determ nations

A. Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The selected alternative is protective of human health. This renmedy will
reduce the risk posed by ingestion of, dermal contact with and inhal ati on of

vapors from TCE in the groundwater used as a water supply for the affected
parties through treatnent. The drinking water supplied to the residences

and businesses will neet the MCLs listed in Table 3. The air discharged
fromthe air stripper will neet all Federal and State air quality
regul ations. The selected remedy will also help to contain the plunme of

cont am nati on.

No unacceptabl e short-termor cross-nedia risks will be caused by

i mpl ementation of this remedy. The renedial technol ogi es enployed in the
sel ected renmedy are proven to reduce the concentrations of volatile organic
chenmicals to acceptable |evels.

B. Conpliance with ARARs

The Selected Renmedy will conply with all applicable or relevant and
appropriate chemcal-, location -, and action-specific ARARs. Those ARARs
are:

1. Chem cal - Specific ARARs

a. Applicable Maxi mum Cont anmi nant Level s (MCLs) promrul gated under the Safe
Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. 300f to 300j-26, and set forth at 40 CFR
141.61 (a) are:

Subst ance MCL(ug/ 1)
Tetrachl or oet hene 5

Tri chl or oet hene 5

Vi nyl Chloride 2

cis-1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene 70
trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene 100

1, 1-di chl or oet hyl ene 7
1,1,1-trichl oroet hane 200

b. PA 25 Code Sections 109.202(1), and 109.201(2), 109.203 and 109.503
which set forth drinking water quality standards at |east as stringent as
federal standards (MCLs) and additional State requirenments (secondary

maxi mum cont am nant |evels) for public water systens including permt design
and construction, source quality and siting requirenents, are applicable.

c. EPA Directive 9355.0-28, which sets forth risk associated with em ssions
from Superfund air strippers at Superfund groundwater sites, is to be
consi der ed.

d. The air discharge fromthe treatment systemw |l be inplenmented
consistent with the requirenments of the Resource Conservati on and Recovery
Act (RCRA) regul ations 40 CFR 264 Subpart AA- Air Em ssion Standards for



Process Vents. These regul ations are applicable. The total organic
em ssions fromall affected process vents at the facility are required to be
below 1.4 kg/hr (3 Ib/hr) and 2.8 ng/yr (3.1 tons/yr) under this regulation

e. The vinyl chloride em ssions fromthe treatnent systemw Il conply with
Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U . S.C. 7412 National Em ssion Standard
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs). The relevant and appropri ate NESHAP
for vinyl chloride is set forth at 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart F

f. The air emissions fromthe treatnment systemshall conply with the

Nati onal Anmbient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) under the Clean Air Act (40
CFR Part 50 Sections 50.1-3,50.9, Appendix D Appendix H) for the rel ease of
vol atile organic emissions fromthe air strippers (the Site lies within an
ozone non-attainnent area). 2. Location-Specific ARARs

a. The substantive requirenments of the Del aware River Basin Comm ssion (18
CFR Part 430) regul ations are applicable. These regulations establish
requi renents for the extraction of groundwater within the Del aware River
Basi n.

3. Action-Specific ARARs

a. 25 PA Code 123.31 is applicable to the renedial alternative and
prohi bits mal odors detectabl e beyond the property line.

b. 25 PA Code 127.12(a)(5) will apply to the new point source air em ssion
if it is not exenpt under 25 PA Code 127.14, that result fromthe

i mpl ementation of the renmedial alternative, requiring that em ssions be
reduced to the mininum obtai nable | evels through the use of best avail able
t echnol ogy (BAT).

c. The groundwater treatnment will be inplenented consistently with the
requi renents of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

Regul ations, including: 40 CFR Part 261 Subpart A Section 261.3, Subpart C
Section 261.24, and Subpart D Section 261.31 (regarding the listing and

i dentification of characteristic hazardous waste); 40 CFR Part 262 Subparts
A-E (regarding standards applicable to generators) and the substantive
requi renents for the treatnment, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes
set forth in 40 CFR Part 263 (regarding transporters of hazardous wastes)
and 40 CFR Part 264 Subparts B-H (regardi ng general requirements for
Treatment, Storage and Di sposal facilities); 40 CFR 268 Subparts C Section
268. 30 and Subpart E (regarding restriction of hazardous waste | and di sposa
and storage of hazardous waste). These regul ati ons are applicable.

d. 25 PA Code 75.259 through 75.270.42 which establish State requirenents
for the generation, transportation, storage and treatnment of hazardous
wastes (specifically, 25 PA Code 75.262 requirenents for generators of
hazar dous wastes, 25 PA Code 75.263 requirenments for the transportation

of hazardous wastes, and 25 PA Code 75.264 requirenents for the treatnent,
storage and di sposal of hazardous wastes) are applicable requirenents.

e. The Cccupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) regulations (29 CFR 1910)
are applicable for all activities conducted during this renmedial action.



f. 25 PA Code 261.24 and 273.421 are applicable regulations for the
handl i ng of residual and other waste and for the determ nation of hazardous
waste by the Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure.

C. Cost-Effectiveness

The selected renedy is cost-effective in providing overall protection in
proportion to cost, and neets all other requirenments of CERCLA. The NCP, 40
CFR Section 300.340(f)(ii)(D), requires EPA to evaluate costeffectiveness by
conparing all the alternatives which nmeet the threshold criteria protection
of human health and the environment and conpliance with ARARs agai nst three
additional balancing criteria: long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence;
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volune through treatnment; and short-term
ef fectiveness. The selected renmedy neets these criteria and provides for
overall effectiveness in proportion to its cost. The estimted present
worth cost for the selected remedy is $5, 000, 000.

D. Uilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent
Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Ext ent
Practicabl e

Because of the |linmted scope of this operable unit, a permanent renediation
of the ground water was not considered. However, a pernmanent source of
clean drinking water to residences and busi nesses affected or potentially
affected by the Site will be devel oped. Secondary objectives of this
operable unit are to reduce the nmigration of contaminants and to prevent
current or future exposure to the contam nated ground water in the aquifer
t hrough treatnment and contai nnent. Extraction and treatnent of contam nants
in the aquifer will achieve sone reduction in the contam nation at the Site
and wi Il enhance the attai nment of a permanent renedy at the Site.
Subsequent actions will address fully the principal threats posed by the
conditions at the Site. The renedy(ies) selected in future operable units
wi |l enpl oy permanent solutions to the maxi mum extent practicable

E. Preference for Treatnment as a Principle El enent

The sel ected renmedy enploys a treatnent process which has been denpbnstrated
to effectively reduce VOC contam nation at other Superfund sites. Therefore,
the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnment as a principa
el ement is satisfied.
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. SITE | DENTI FI CATI ON

1. Report: A Water Resources Study of the Dublin Area, Dublin,
Pennsyl vani a, prepared by International Exploration, Inc., 5/7/84. P
100001100066.

2. Report: Analysis of Hydrologic Data gathered in 1984 for the Dublin
Study Area, prepared by International Exploration, Inc., 2/12/85. P.100067-
100142.

3. Quarterly Review of Dublin Hydrol ogic Data, April 1985 - June 1985,
7/5/85. P. 100143-100173.

4. Quarterly Review of Hydrologic Data, July 1985 - Septenber 1985,
10/ 8/85. P. 100174-100203.

5. Quarterly Review of Hydrol ogic Data, October 1985 - Decenber 1985, 1/86.
P. 100204-100228.

6. Quarterly Review of Hydrologic Data Collected in Dublin Borough, January
1986 - March 1986, 4/15/86. P. 100229-100284.

7. Quarterly Review of Hydrol ogic Data, Dublin Borough, April 1986 - June
1986, 7/28/86. P. 100285-100308.

8. Letter to Ms. Lori Acker, US. EPA from M. Everett C. Hogg, County of
Bucks, Departnent of Health, re: Tabulation of TCE analysis results for
sanpl es collected fromwells in Dublin Borough, 8/ 29/86. P. 100309-100369.
The foll owing are attached:

a) four handwitten TCE sanple result forns;

b) a map of Dublin;

c) a handwitten nenorandum dated Septenber 2, 1986 regardi ng the data;
d) a handwitten nmenorandum regardi ng Dublin Borough's wells;

e) two ground water contour maps;

f) a hydrologic nonitoring |ocations map;

g) a mp illustrating the |largest consunmers of ground water
h) a map illustrating the nmonitor well |ocations surrounding the Rosenell
Test well; i) a nmonitor well data sheet; j) special analyses report,

sanpl e numbers 111108-13, 0111116-17, 0111119-24, 0161129-36, 0161149-52,
0161171-82, and 1161202; k) Quality Control Laboratory, Inc., report
nunbers 86024522, 86023626, 86024875, 86024422; |) two water quality
analysis reports; m a well water sanple report.

9. Report: Prelimnary Assessnment of Dublin Water Supply Site, prepared by
NUS Corporation, 12/23/88. P. 100370-100778. 10. Report: Site Inspection
Usi ng Avail able Information of Dublin Water Supply, prepared by NUS
Corporation, 8/9/89. P. 100779-101224.

11. National Ol and Hazardous Substance Contingency Plan, The Nationa
Priorities List Revisions: Amendnment, Proposed Rule Public Docket I|ndex -
Updat e #10, 10/26/89. P. 101225-101226.



12. Letter to M. Larry Reed, U S. EPA, from M. John P. Judge, Cohen,
Shapiro, Polisher, Shiernmen and Cohen, re: Supplenmental public conment of
Sequa Corporation to proposed listing of Dublin, Pennsylvania TCE Site on
the National Priorities List, 6/15/90. P. 101227-101448.

[11. REMEDI AL RESPONSE PLANNI NG

1. Report: Report of Hydrogeol ogi c Analysis of the Borough of Dublin,
Groundwat er Supply Wells, prepared by Mercuri and Associates, Inc., 4/87.
P. 300001-300080.

2. Report: Results of Soil Sanpling Program prepared by BCM Engi neers,
Inc., 3/88. P. 300081-300147. A transmittal letter is attached.

3. Exhibit List-H  Cost Study-Dublin Borough Water System 8/8/88. P.
300148- 300155.

4. Exhibit List-B: Ceaghty & MIler Map, 8/11/88. P. 300156300258.

5. Report: Results of G oundwater I|nvestigation, prepared by BCM
Engi neers, Inc., 10/88. P. 300259-300311. A transmittal letter is
attached.

6. Delaware River Basin Commi ssion, Application for Approval of a Proposed
Groundwater Wthdrawal, 11/28/88. P. 300312-300509. A hydrogeol ogi cal
anal ysis of the Rosenelli well report is attached.

7. Exhibit List I11-O Recent information, test, etc., 4/89. P.
300510- 300523.

8. Letter to M. Ceorge C. Elias, Delaware Ri ver Basin Commi ssion, from M.
John F. Fabi an, PADER, re: Approval of Water Supply Application No.
0989504, 6/1/89. P. 300524-300524.

9. Letter to M. Robert E. Day-Lewi s, Pennsylvania Departnment of
Envi ronnent al Resources (PADER), from M. John Philip D efender, Stuckert
and Yates, re: Exhibits to proceedings, 7/26/89. P. 300525-300525.

10. Letter to M. Robert Day-Lewis, PADER, from Ms. Barbara J. Rudnick,
Mercuri and Associates, Inc., re: Confirmation of discussion on ground
water, 9/18/89. P. 300526-300526A.

U Only relevant portions of this docunent have been reproduced. The
conpl ete docunent can be found at U.S. EPA Region |Il, Philadel phia, PA

11. Letter to M. John P. Diefenderfer, Stucker and Yates, from M.
Anderson Lee Hartzell, PADER, re: Proposed pernmitting of the Rosenelli well
in Dublin, 9/19/89. P. 300527-300529.

12. Letter to M. Luther L. Wonsidler, Dublin Borough, fromM. Lew s
Luchi e, PADER, re: Water Supply Permt No. 0989504, 9/21/89. P.
300530300536. The followi ng are attached:

a) Public Water Supply Permt No. 0989504,



b) notification regarding quarterly analysis for trichloroethyl ene;

c) Agreenent between PADER and the Borough of Dublin in the issuance of the
permit; d) letter regarding site visit; e) a Dublin Borough well data

pri ntout.

13. Letter to Dr. Bruno Mercuri, Mercuri and Associates, Inc., fromMm.
Robert E. Day-Lewi s, PADER, re: Agreenent on |ocation of nmonitoring well
9/27/89. P. 300537-300537.

14. Agreenment between the Borough of Dublin and PADER, 10/2/89. P
300538- 300539.

15. Letter to M. Robert Day-Lewis, PADER, from Ms. Barbara A. Dol ce and
M. Robert A Saar, Ceraghty and MIler, Inc., re: Additional information
concerning ground water recovery and treatnment on or near the 120M 1| Street
property, 10/19/89. P. 300540-300545. Table 1 - Water and Trichl oroet hene
(TCE) Volunes in Contam nated Areas, Dublin Borough, Pennsylvania and Table
2 - Punping Rates for Renediation of Hi gh Concentration Area near 120 M|
Street Property, Dublin Borough, Pennsylvania are attached.

16. Letter to M. Robert E. Day-Lewi s, PADER, from M. John A Garges, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Confirmation of a tel ephone conversation concerning
the Thonmpson water tower |eak, 1/10/90. P. 300546- 300546.

17. Report: Hydrogeol ogi c Analysis of Dublin Borough Wells no. 1 and no.
2, Consultant's Report for the Year 1989, prepared by Mercuri and
Associ ates, Inc., 3/90. P. 300547-300759.

18. Letter to M. John H Thonpson, Thonpson Organi zation, from M. WIIiam
H Jolly, PADER, re: Confirmation of results for investigation regarding

rel ease of TCE contam nated water, 3/27/90. P. 300760-300767. The

foll owing are attached:

a) letter regarding the investigation of the Thonpson water tank

b) a Statenent of Conditions Building Pernmit #90-873-BZP;

c) hand drawn map of a contam nant chanber;

d) Application for Permit for Erection of New Building or Alternation of
Addition to an Existing Building;

e) nmenorandumregarding a daily report of activity at the Thonpson tank
f) hand drawn map of Thonpson tank;

19. Letter to Dr. Robert A Saar, Geraghty and MIler, Inc., fromMm.
Robert E. Day-Lewi s, PADER, re: Comments regarding the Conceptual Renedia
Al ternatives Work Plan, 3/28/90. P. 300768-300769.

20. Letter to M. Mark J. Vasoli, Dublin Borough, fromM. WIIliamD. Kee
Cowan Associates, re: Estimate of operation and nmai ntenance costs for the
proposed water treatnment plant, 4/18/90. P. 300770-300777. The cost
estimates and a water distribution system map are attached.

21. Letter to M. John Diefenderfer, Stuckert and Yates, fromM.WIIliamD.
Kee, Cowan Associates, Inc., re: Conments to a site investigation, 4/18/90.
P. 300778-300780.



22. Report: Results of Source Investigation, 120 MII| Street Site, Dublin
Bor ough, Pennsyl vania, prepared by Geraghty and MIler, Inc., 6/90. P.
300781-300937. A transnmittal letter is attached.

U 23. Report: Cost of Renedial Action, prepared by CH2ZM Hi ||, 7/12/90.
P. 300938-300998. A transnittal letter is attached.

U Only relevant portions of this docunent have been reproduced. The
conpl ete docunent can be found at U.S. EPA Region |Il, Philadel phia, PA

24, Letter to M. Larry Reed, U S. EPA, from M. Leon T. Gonshur, PADER,
re: Consent Order and Agreenent between PADER and Sequa Corporation,
7/ 26/ 90. P. 300999-301011. The Consent Order and Agreenent is attached.

25. Letter to M. Mark Vasoli, Borough of Dublin, M. John P. Diefenderfer,
Stuckert and Yates, and M. WIIliam Kee, Cowan and Associ ates, re:
Conprehensive report on drilling and construction of a TCE nmonitoring well,
8/15/90. P. 3011012-301014. The TCE monitoring well report is attached.

26. Letter to Ms. Diane Walker, U S. EPA, from M. John P. Judge, Cohen,
Shapiro, Polisher, Shiekman, and Cohen, re: Response of Sequa Corporation
to letter dated August 22, 1990, 10/26/90. P. 301015-301076. A response
letter dated Cctober 24, 1990 and exhibit A Source Investigation Wrk Plan
120 M1l Street Site and Conceptual Renedial Alternatives for the Bedrock
Aqui f er Underlying Dublin Borough, Pennsylvania are attached.

27. Letter to M. Edwin B. Erickson, U S. EPA, from M. John Philip
Di ef enderfer, Stuckert and Yates, re: Recovery cleanup at the Dublin Site,
12/11/90. P. 301077-301117. The followi ng are attached:

a) letter by EPA in response to the Decenber 11, 1990 correspondence;

b) letter regarding the estimate of operation and mai ntenance (Cand M cost
for the proposed Water Treatment Plant (WIP); c¢) Operating and Mi ntenance
Manual ; d) two Thonpson/ Sequa TCE Renoval System maps.

28. Letter to M. Philip Rotstien, U S. EPA fromM. J. Vasoli, Borough of
Dublin, re: Mnitoring well TCE test results, 2/9/91. P. 301118301120. A
letter regarding a | aboratory report and a | aboratory sanple results form
are attached.

29. Menorandumto file from M. Mark J. Vasoli, Borough of Dublin, re:
Organic volatile test results, 2/21/91. P. 301121-301126. Two Certificates
of Analysis, two Chem cal or Radiological Analysis Input forms, and a Chain
of Custody are attached.

30. Menorandumto Ms. Diane Walker, U S. EPA, from M. David M Kargbo,
U.S. EPA, re: Review of March 1990 Hydrogeol ogic Analysis of Wlls 1 and 2,
3/19/91. P. 301127-301129.

31. Phone Conversation Record of M. Mark Vasoli, Borough of Dublin, with
Ms. Di ane Wal ker, U.S. EPA, re: Public distribution system 5/22/91. P.
301130- 301131.

32. Phone Conversation Record of Ms. Susan Coburn, Whistlewood Apartnment



Conmplex, with Ms. Diane Wal ker, U.S. EPA, re: Structure and capacity of the
wat er production well, 5/23/91. P. 301132-301132.

33. Phone Conversation Record of M. David Shapowal, Thonpson Toyota, with
Ms. Diane Wal ker, U S. EPA re: Wlls |ocated at 120 MII| Street, 5/23/91.
P. 301133-301133.

34. Letter to Ms. Diane J. Walker, U S. EPA fromM. Mark J. Vasoli,
Bor ough of Dublin, re: Mp with borough properties currently tied into the
public water system 5/29/91. P. 301134-301135. The map i s attached.

35. Letter to Ms. Diane Walker, U S. EPA, from M. Thomas R Hartnett,
PADER, re: Prelinmnary list of Applicable or Relevant and
AppropriateRequi rements (ARARs), 6/3/91. P. 301136-301138.

36. Phone Conversation Record of M. Mark Vasoli, Borough of Dublin, with
Ms. Di ane Wal ker, U.S. EPA, re: Wter line construction estinmates, 6/10/91.
P. 301139-301139.

37. Letter to M. Mark Vasoil, Borough of Dublin, from Ms. Diane Wl ker,
US. EPA re: Water line construction estimtes, 6/12/91. P. 301140301144.
The cost estimates are attached.

38. Phone Conversation Record of M. Bruno Mercuri, Mercuri and Associ at es,
Inc., with Ms. Diane Wal ker, U S. EPA re: Information about the public
distribution system 6/13/91. P. 301145-301147.

39. Phone Conversation Record of M. Mark Vasoli, Borough of Dublin, with
Ms. Di ane Wal ker, U.S. EPA, re: Witer usage in the borough, 6/21/91. P.
301148-301149.

40. Letter to Ms. Diane J. Walker, U S. EPA, from M. John Philip
Di ef enderfer, Stuckert and Yates, re: Dublin Borough O dinance No. 205,
6/ 26/91. P. 301150-301156. The ordinance is attached.

41. Memprandumto file from Ms. Di ane Wal ker, U. S. EPA, re: A January 18,
1991 neeting to discuss water usage, (undated). P. 301157-301157.

42. Menmorandum to Ms. Diane Wal ker, U. S. EPA, from M. Anderson Lee
Hartzel |, PADER, re: Consent Order and agreenent between PADER and Sequa
Corporation, (undated). P. 301158-301169. The Consent Order is attached.

43. Map of Dublin, (undated). P. 301170-301171. A partial list of wells
in Dublin froma report entitled Pennsylvani a Departnent of |nternal
Affairs, G oundwater Resources of Bucks County, PA is attached.

V. REMOVAL RESPONSE PROJECTS

1. Mempbrandumto M. Cerry Heston, U S. EPA from M. Mrk Tucker, Roy F.
Weston, Inc., re: Carbon efficiency, 8/ 19/86. P. 400001-400010.

2. U S EPA Incoming Spill Report, Dublin Water Supply, 8/27/86. P.
400011-400011.

3. Trichloroethylene (TCE) Factual Information Sheet, prepared by Chem cal



I nformation Systenms, Inc., 8/29/86. P. 400012-400018.

4. Letter to Ms. Lori Acker, U S. EPA, from M. Everett C. Hogg, County of
Bucks, re: Transnittal of TCE analysis results, 8/29/86. P. 400019-400023.
The results are attached.

5. Pollution Report #1, Dublin Water Supply, 9/9/86. P. 400024400025.

6. Pollution Report #2, Dublin Water Supply, 9/9/86. P. 400026400027.

7. Hazardous Waste Site Investigation and Enmergency Response Safety Pl an
prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc., 9/10/86. P. 400028-400034.

8. Menmorandumto M. Jay Rodstein, U S. EPA from M. Geg Janice and M.
Peter Harnett, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Background information on Dublin
TCE Site, 9/15/86. P. 400035-400089.

9. Pollution Report #3, Dublin Water Supply, 9/15/86. P. 400090400091

10. Menorandumto M. Jay Rodstein, U S. EPA, from M. Geg Janice and M.
Peter Harnett, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Transnmittal of Scope of Wrk,

9/ 18/ 86. P. 400092-400095. The Scope of Work is attached.

11. Pollution Report #4, Dublin Water Supply, 10/6/86. P. 400096400097.
12. Pollution Report #5, Dublin Water Supply, 10/6/86. P. 400098400099.
13. Pollution Report #6, Dublin Water Supply, 10/9/86. P. 400100400101
14. Pollution Report #7, Dublin Water Supply, 10/19/86. P. 400102-400103.
15. Pollution Report #8, Dublin Water Supply, 10/22/86. P. 400104-400105.
16. Menorandumto M. Charles J. Walters, U S. EPA, fromthe Acting
Director, Departnment of Health & Human Services, re: Health consultation
for Dublin Water Supply, 10/23/86. P. 400106-400117.

17. Pollution Report #9, Dublin Water Supply, 11/7/86. P. 400118400119.

18. Letter to M. John N. Thonpson from M. Walter E. Stanley, Jr., PADER
re: Results of sanpling tests, 11/12/86. P. 400120-400121

19. Pollution Report #10, Dublin Water Supply, 11/18/86. P. 400122-400124.
20. Pollution Report #11, Dublin Water Supply, 11/21/86. P. 400125-400126.
21. Letter to M. Mchael Mson, U S. EPA, from M. Robert C. Brod, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Residential well sanpling plans, 11/25/86. P
400127-400328.

22. Tap Water Summary, Dublin TCE Site, 12/2/86. P. 400329400342.

23. Letter to Ms. Deane Bartlett, U S. EPA, from M. Brian J. MCull ough
Connol Iy, Chandor & McAndrews, re: Comments on BCM s proposal, 12/30/86



P. 400343-400357. The Proposal for Groundwater Contam nation |Investigation
and Renedi ation Plan is attached.

24, Letter to M. M chael Mson, U S. EPA, from M. M chael Galvin, Versar,
Inc., re: Split sanpling results, 1/12/87. P. 400358-400361. A data
summary sheet and a chain of custody form are attached.

25. Menorandumto M. M chael Mason, U S. EPA, and M. Robert Young, PADER
fromM. Peter G Noll, County of Bucks, re: Comrents on ground water
nmoni toring proposal, 2/5/87. P. 400362-400362.

26. Letter to Ms. Deane H. Bartlett, U S. EPA fromM. Brian J.
McCul | ough, Connol Iy, Chandor & McAndrews, re: Ground water sanpling,
3/11/87. P. 400363-400368.

27. Letter to Ms. Deane H. Bartlett, U S. EPA from M. Robert C. Brod, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Transmttal of draft Work Plan, 3/27/87. P. 400369-
400377.

28. Letter to Ms. Deane H. Bartlett, US. EPA from M. Steven F. Kenp, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Transmttal of Wrk Plan, 5/21/87. P. 400378-400386.

29. Letter to M. Mchael Mason, U.S. EPA, from M. Steven F. Kenp, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Transmttal of Wrk Plan, 5/21/87. P. 400387-400389.

30. Consent Agreenent and Order, In the Matter Of: Dublin TCE Site, John
H. Thompson, Respondent, Docket No. 111-87-22-DC, 6/29/87. P. 400390400398.

31. Report: Revised Hydrogeol ogic Investigation Plan for Thonpson
Property, prepared by BCM Engi neers, Inc., 7/87. P. 400399-400415

32. Letter to M. Steven F. Kenp, BCM Engi neers, Inc., from M. Robert O
Young, PADER, re: Revised hydrogeol ogic investigation plan, 8/31/87. P
400416- 400418.

33. Letter to M. Robert Wallace, Funk Water Quality Conpany, from M.
Robert J. Watt, BCM Engineers, Inc., re: Installation of water treatnent
systems, 9/2/87. P. 400419-400423.

34. Letter to M. Robert O Young, PADER, from M. Steven F. Kenp, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Soil vapor survey results, 11/18/87. P. 400424-
400431.

35. Tap Water Summary, Dublin TCE Site, 12/1/87. P. 400432400439.

36. Letter to M. Mchael Mason, U.S. EPA, from M. Robert J. Watt, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Results of tap water sanpling, 1/15/88. P. 400440-
400444,

37. Letter to M. Mchael Mason, U S. EPA, from M. Steven F. Kenp, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Wrk Plan inplenmentation, 1/19/88. P. 400445-400457.

38. Report: Assessnent of Source Contamination in Whistlewood Apartnment
Conpl ex Water Supply Well, prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc., 2/15/88. P



400458-400495.
39. Tap Water Sanmpling Results, Dublin TCE Site, 2/2/88. P. 400496-400676.

40. Memorandumto Ms. Henrietta Whodward, U.S. EPA, from M. Cornelius F
Carr, U S. EPA, re: File accessibility, 3/88. P. 400677-400680.

41. Memprandumto M. M chael Mason, U.S. EPA, from M. Daniel K Donnelly,
U.S. EPA re: Transmittal of analytical reports, 3/30/88. P. 400681-
400684.

42. Letter to M. John Galligan, Jr., John Glligan and Sons, from M.
Robert J. Watt, BCM Engineers, Inc., re: Filter renewal in Dublin, 4/7/88
P. 400685-400686.

43. Letter to M. Steven F. Kenp, BCM Engineers, Inc., from M. Robert E
Day- Lewi s, PADER, re: Soil sanpling program 4/8/88. P. 400687400687.

44, Letter to M. Bob Day-Lewis, PADER, from M. Robert J. Watt, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Mnitoring well |ocation nodification, 4/21/88. P
400688-400689.

45. Letter to M. M chael Mason, U S. EPA, from M. Robert J. Watt, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Sanpling results, 4/22/88. P. 400690-400796.

46. Letter to Ms. Mary Letzkus, U S. EPA from M. Scott Slagley, Versar
Inc., re: Transnmittal of analytical results of the volatile organics
anal ysis sanples, 7/25/88. P. 400797-400814.

47. Letter to Ms. Mary Letzkus, U S. EPA from M. Robert J. Watt, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Summary of tap water sanpling results, 8/18/88. P
400815-400830. The results are attached.

48. Letter to Ms. Mary Letzkus, U S. EPA from M. Scott A Slagley,
Versar, Inc., re: Results of volatile organics water sanples
anal ysi s, 8/24/88. P. 400831-400834.

49. Letter to Ms. Mary Letzkus, U S. EPA from M. Scott A Slagley,
Versar, Inc., re: Septenber nonthly report, 10/4/88. P. 400835-400845. The
report is attached.

50. Letter to Ms. Mary Letzkus, U S. EPA, from M. Robert J. Watt, BCM
Engi neers, Inc., re: Results of tap water sanpling, 11/8/88. P. 400846-
400949. The results are attached.

51. Tap Water Residential Sanpling Data, 12/6/88. P. 400950400958.

52. Menorandumto M. Eric Johnson, U S. EPA, from M. Daniel K. Donnelly,
U.S. EPA re: Results of volatile organics analysis, 1/4/89. P. 400959-
400966. The results are attached.

53. Menobrandumto M. Eric Johnson, U S. EPA, from Ms. Theresa A. Sinpson,
U.S. EPA re: Review of organic data, 2/8/89. P. 400967-400998. The
review is attached.



54. Menorandumto M. Eric Johnson, U S. EPA, from M. Daniel K. Donnelly,
U.S. EPA re: Volatile organics analysis report, 5/2/89. P. 400999401007.
The report is attached.

55. Letter to Ms. Mary Letzkus, U S. EPA, from M. John AL Garges and M.
John V. Interrante, BCM Engineers, Inc., re: Transnmittal of analytical
results for tap water sanpling, 5/12/89. P. 401008-401215. The results are
attached.

56. Letter to M. Peter Kho, U S. EPA from M. Virginia H Pohl man,
Versar, Inc., re: Detection differences for TCE, 5/18/89. P. 401216401217.

57. Residential water sanpling results, 7/21/89. P. 401218401228.

58. Menobrandumto M. Peter Kho, U S. EPA, from Ms. Theresa A. Sinpson,
U.S. EPA re: Oganic data review, 8/16/89. P. 401229-401290. Therevi ew
is attached.

59. Letter to M. Rich Dolcey, US. EPA from M. John A Garges and M.
Steffan R Hel big, BCM Engi neers, Inc., re: Transmittal of analytical
results for tap water sanpling, 8/28/89. P. 401291-401422. The results are
attached.

60. Letter to M. Peter Kho, U S. EPA, from M. Mrk diFeliciantonio, CDM
Federal Prograns Corporation, re: Data base for work assignment, 8/30/89.
P. 401423-401435. The tap water sanpling summary is attached.

61. Menorandumto M. Eric Johnson, U S. EPA, from Ms. Theresa A. Sinpson,
U.S. EPA re: Oganic data review, 9/7/89. P. 401436-401491. The review
is attached.

62. Letter to Ms. Jean Cooper, U.S. EPA, from M. Paul Wol dridge, Versar,
Inc., re: Transnmttal of sanple shipping |log and chain of command records,
9/11/89. P. 401492-401495. A shipping log and two records are attached.

63. Menorandumto M. Peter Kho, U S. EPA, from M. Daniel K. Donnelly,
U.S. EPA re: Volatile organics report, 10/16/89. P. 401496-401522. The
report is attached.

64. Letter to M. Edwin Erickson, U S. EPA, from M. John Philip
Di ef enderfer, Stuckert and Yates, re: Comments on the Consent O der,
6/ 25/ 90. P. 401523-401530.

65. Letter to M. John P. Diefenderfer, Stuckert and Yates, from M. Dennis
P. Carney, U S. EPA re: Response to letter of June 25th and comments on
the Consent Order, 9/5/90. P. 401531-401532.

66. Letter to M. Kenneth Kryszczun, U S. EPA, from M. Charles Walters,
Agency for Toxic Substances and Di sease Registry, re: Transmittal of Draft
Prelimnary Health Assessnent, 10/23/90. P. 401533-401557. The report and
a letter are attached. 67. Dublin TCE Site, Wrk Plan, (undated.) P.
401558-401565.



68. Moddification to the Consent Agreement and Order of June 29, 1987
Between United States of Anmerica and John H Thonpson, Docket No. |11-8722-
DC, 4/91. P. 401566-401567.

V. COMMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT/ CONGRESSI ONAL CORRESPONDENCE | MAGERY

1. Letter to the Honorable Peter H Rostmayer, U.S. House of
Representatives, from M. Edwin B. Erickson, U S. EPA, re: Progress of
activity by EPA at the Dublin TCE Site, 10/18/90. P. 500001-500007. A copy
of the letter with concurrences and a transmttal letter regarding the site
i s attached.

2. Letter to the Honorable Peter H Rostmayer, U. S. House of
Representatives, from M. Edwin B. Erickson, U 'S. EPA, re: Alternative
options for the water supply for residents whose wells nay be affected by
contanmination fromthe site, 5/15/91. P. 500008-500011. A copy of the
letter with concurrences, a letter concerning a focus feasibility study and
paynments of costs related to cleanup, and a transmttal letter regarding the
site are attached.

3. Letter to Ms. Elaine Spiewak, U.S. EPA, from M. Mark diFeliciantonio,
CDM Federal Prograns Corporation, re: Fact Sheet for Dublin TCE Site,
5/17/91. P. 500012-500020. The fact sheet is attached.

SI TE SPECI FI C GUI DANCE DOCUMENTS | NCLUDED

1. "Utraviolet Light, Researchers Use UV Light for VOC Destruction,"
Hazmat World, 5/90.

2. Bucks County Water Supply Inventory, prepared by Bucks County Pl anning
Conmi ssi on, 12/ 88.

3. The Hazards of Using Point-of-Use Water Treatnent Devices Enpl oying
Activated Carbon, prepared by Health and Wl fare Canada, 12/ 80.

4. "Bacteria Associated with G anular Activated Carbon Particles in
Drinking Water," Applied and Environnental M crobiology, 9/86. 5. "G owh
and Persistence of Pathogens on Granul ar Activated Carbon Filter," Applied
and Environnmental M crobiol ogy, 12/85.

6. Air Stripper Design Manual, prepared by Research Triangle Institute,
5/ 90.

7. Technol ogy Eval uation Report: SITE Program Denonstration of the U trox
International U traviolet Radiation/Oxidation Technol ogy, 1/90.

8. Utrox International Utraviolet Radiation/Oxidation Technol ogy,
Applications Anal ysis Report, 9/90.
EPA/ 540/ A5- 89/ 012

9. Point-of-Entry Drinking Water Treatnent Systens for Superfund
Applications, prepared by PElI Associates, Inc., 6/89. EPA/ 600/2-89/027

10. Environnental Pollution Control Alternatives Drinking Water Treatnment



for Small Communities, 5/90. EPA/ 625/5-90/025.
Bl BLI OGRAPHY OF SI TE SPECI FI C GUI DANCE DOCUMENTS

1. A Guide to Selecting Superfund Renedi al Actions, 4/1/90.
OSWER #9355. 0- 27FS

2. Control of Air Em ssions from Superfund Air Strippers at Superfund
Groundwat er Sites.
OSWER #9533- 0- 2B

3. Guidance for Conducting Renedial |nvestigations and Feasibility Studies
Under CERCLA, prepared by OSWER/ OERR, Cctober 1, 1988. OSWER #9355. 3-01

4. A Conpendi um of Technol ogi es Used in the Treatnent of Hazardous Wastes,
prepared by ORD/ CERI, Septenber 1, 1987. EPA-625/8-87/014

5. Carbon Absorption Isotherns for Toxic Organics, prepared by R A Dobbs,
MERL, and J.M Cohen, MERL, April 1, 1980. EPA-600/8-80-023

6. Handbook Renedi al Action at Waste Disposal Sites (Revised), prepared by
ORD/ HWNERL and OSWVEER/ OERR, Cctober 1, 1985. EPA-625/6-85/006

7. Guidance Document for Providing Alternate Water Supplies, prepared by
OERR, February 1, 1988. OSWER #9355. 3- 03

8. Renedial Action Costing Procedures Manual, prepared by JRB
Associ ates/ CH2ZM Hi I |, ORD/ MERL, and OSVER/ OERR, OCctober 1, 1987. EPA-600/ 8-
87/ 049
TABLES 1 THROUGH 5
DUBLI N TCE EARLY ACTI ON ROD
Table 1

Affected or Potentially Affected Residences and Busi nesses
Known to-date

North Property Cccupancy Wat er

Mai n Street Owner Usage (gpd)

105 Del | aBadi a Busi ness 500**

106 Dai ry Queen Busi ness 100- 314+

112 Rhi ne Station Busi ness 37-60+

113 Hi nsdal e Resi dence 160**

115 Boyl e Resi dence 160**

116 Ccchi Resi dence 160**

117 Buchanan Resi dence 160**

119 Hi r st Resi dence 160**

122 Ruf e Resi dence 160**

123 Em co Busi ness B- 931- 1200,
A- 100- 160+

124 Meyer s Resi dence 160**

126 Meyer s Resi dence/ Busi ness 300**



128
131
130

133
133w
138
139
142
145
146
149
150
153
161
164
169
170
173
174
179
183
194
M1l Street
104

120

Mapl e Street

100

104

108

110

112

114

116

118

120

122
126- 132
134

136

El ephant Road
111

113

114

115

116

Fl uck
Evans
Moyer

McVaugh
Jacobs

Moyer

Bi shop

First Federa
Bucks Bank
Whi st | ewood
Gr ady

Dani el

Myri ck
Shoppi ng Cnt
Hari ng
Sout hl and
Tenl ey

Myer s

James

Cr out hanel
Moyer

Dublin Fire

Far m Bur eau
Thonpson/ LTI

Shul t z
Buchanan
WIIlians
Bi shop

Kl ento

Kl enbet h
Ri ce

Hi Il t ownl nvest
Det wei | er
Vasconez
Shaddi nger
Schilling
Kohl

St auf f er
Sl aymeker

G ace
Bl ack

Resi dence
Post O fice
Resi dence/ Busi ness

Busi ness

Resi dence

Busi ness

Busi ness

Busi ness

Busi ness

Resi dences

Resi dence

Resi dence

Resi dence

Busi nesses

Resi dence

Busi ness

Resi dence

Resi dence

Resi dence/ Busi ness
Resi dence/ Busi ness
Busi ness

Busi ness

Busi ness
Busi ness

Resi dence
Busi ness/ Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Busi ness
Resi dence
Resi dence
Busi ness
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence

Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence

160**
160**

A- 200- 300+
B- 54- 199+
900- 1500+
160**
160**
37-52+
21-47+

95- 241+
16000- 17000+
160**
160**
160**
6000+
160**

179- 251+
900- 1900+
160**

170- 215+
500**
2235- 2670+
1000+

500**

1- 300**@

2- 73-106+

3-127-311+

4-972- 1200+

160**
500**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
223- 288+
160**
160**

160**
160**
160**
160**
160**



118
119
139
141
146
147
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156

Bl ack
Hess
Meyer s
Gahman
Moyer

Det wei | er
Fair

Det wei | er
Sul pi zio
Rush
Hager
Fretz

Wor t hi ngt on

Bl i chasz

South Main Street

101
KEY

Dublin Inn

Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence
Resi dence

Busi ness

*Bour ough Hydrogeol ogi st's Estimte
use and Gui dance Docunents

** EPA Estimate based on simlar
Measur enent s

+ Dublin Bourough Actua

A and B refer

Resi dents and Busi nesses for
Known to-date

South Main Street

103
105
106

Mapl e Street

111
113
119
121
123
127
131
Wbodedge Apts.

Cherry Lane

105
107
111
115

to two wells on site
1,2,3 and 4 refer to point
@- water supply no |onger

measur nents of water
in use

Table 2

160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**
160**

302- 364+

Moni t ori ng Program



119
121

El ephant Road

162
164
166
168
172
174
178

Deep Run Road

101
103
105
108
109
110
112
111
114

M ddl e Road

104
105
111
112
115
116
117

Ri ckerts Road
HiI'ltown Township

Home at corner of Rickerts and North Main Street
3304
3234
3232
3224
3212
3206
3132
3126
3020
3000
2930

Dubl i n Borough



Dublin Acres
State Police

Fronti er Road

215
217
Table 3

Renedi al Maxi mum

Cont am nant Action Level On-Site
Level

(ppb) (ppb)
1,1, 1-Trichl oroet hane+ 200[ a] 53.8
Trichl oroet hyl ene 5[ a] 10, 000
Tetrachl oroet hyl ene 5[ a] 13
1, 1- Di chl or oet hyl ene 7] a] 9.8
ci s-1, 2-Di chl oroet hyl ene* 70[ a] 14.7
trans-1, 2- Di chl or oet hyl ene* 100[ a] 7.4
Vi nyl Chloride 2[ a] 28
Not es:
a- Maxi mum Cont ami nant Leve
*- Conmpounds have not exceeded the MCLs in the groundwater at

the Site but are degradati on products of Trichlorethylene

and Tetrachl oret hyl ene and,

concentration over tine

+- Compound has not exceeded MCL

ALTERNATI VE

t hus,

TABLE 5
COST SUMVARY
CAPI TAL &M
(%) ($)
0 0
2, 200, 000 138, 000
2, 600, 000 169, 000
100, 000 390, 000
3, 000, 000 250, 000

may i ncrease in

PRESENT WORTH[ *]
(%)

0
2, 600, 000
3, 300, 000
2, 800, 000

4,500, 000



6 3, 100, 000 300, 000 5, 000, 000

7 3, 100, 000 260, 000 4, 600, 000

<Foot not e>

* Present Wirth Costs are estimated over a 30 year period at a 10% di scount
rate </footnote>



